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A  lOTH  ANNIVERSARY  REVIEW  OF  THE  SSI 

PROGRAM 


THURSDAY,  MAY  17,  1984 

U.S.  Senate, 
Special  Committee  on  Aging, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  9:37  a.m.,  in  room  628, 
Dirksen  Senate  Office  Building,  Hon.  John  Heinz,  chairman,  pre- 
siding. 

Present:  Senators  Heinz,  Evans,  and  Glenn. 

Also  present:  John  Rother,  staff  director  and  chief  counsel;  Diane 
Lifsey,  minority  staff  director;  Paul  Steitz  and  Larry  Atkins,  pro- 
fessional staff  members;  Terri  Kay  Parker,  investigative  counsel; 
Roberta  Lipsman,  minority  professional  staff  member;  Isabelle 
Claxton,  communications  director;  Robin  Kropf,  chief  clerk;  Kate 
Latta  and  Leslie  Malone,  staff  assistants. 

OPENING  STATEMENT  BY  SENATOR  JOHN  HEINZ,  CHAIRMAN 

Chairman  Heinz.  Good  morning.  Today,  the  Special  Committee 
on  Aging  will  examine  the  Federal  income  assistance  program  that 
provides  monthly  benefits  to  approximately  4  million  aged,  blind, 
and  disabled  Americans. 

This  year  marks  the  10th  anniversary  of  the  implementation  of 
the  Supplemental  Security  Income  Program.  Hailed  as  a  major  ex- 
periment in  welfare  reform  in  1974,  SSI  offered  the  security  of  a 
guaranteed  minimum  income  to  this  Nation's  most  needy  and  most 
vulnerable  citizens. 

Back  in  1974,  SSI  was  seen  as  a  far-sighted  experiment  in  social 
policy,  replacing  three  separate  Federal  programs  and  over  1,000 
disparate  local  systems  with  a  coherent,  unified,  national  approach. 
It  was  hoped  that  a  centralized  system  would  be  simple  and  effi- 
cient to  administer,  and  would  protect  recipients  from  many  of  the 
demeaning  rules  and  procedures  that  had  characterized  the  largely 
State-operated  programs.  As  revised,  SSI  was  designed  to  reduce 
the  stigma  of  welfare  by  placing  day-to-day  operations  in  the  hands 
of  the  Social  Security  Administration.  Further,  it  was  intended  to 
provide  recipients  with  opportunities  for  rehabilitation  and  incen- 
tives to  work. 

After  10  years,  it  seems  appropriate  for  Congress  to  examine  the 
successes  and  the  shortfalls  of  SSI  in  achieving  its  original  goals. 
As  chairman  of  the  Senate  Special  Committee  on  Aging,  I  have 
personally  been  concerned  with  a  number  of  problems  that  have 
persistently  plagued  the  program,  and  earlier  this  spring,  together 

(1) 


with  Senator  Moynihan  of  New  York,  I  introduced  legislation  to 
remedy  a  set  of  specific  deficiencies  that  have  hindered  the  fair  and 
efficient  administration  of  the  program. 

While  we  hope  to  have  testimony  on  the  provisions  of  our  legisla- 
tion, we  are  also  here  this  morning  to  assess  the  broader  policy 
issues  associated  with  SSI.  The  committee  will  hear  testimony  on  a 
wide  variety  of  issues  in  order  to  identify  significant  additional  re- 
forms which  should  be  considered  in  the  future. 

First,  we  are  going  to  hear  from  Acting  Commissioner  of  Social 
Security,  Martha  McSteen,  who  is  going  to  review  the  development 
of  SSI  from  the  standpoint  of  the  agency  that  actually  runs  the 
program.  And  may  I  say,  the  administration  of  SSI  has  been  an 
enormous  challenge  for  SSA,  and  in  spite  of  great  difficulties  in  the 
early  years,  SSA  has  continually  improved  its  ability  to  send  the 
right  check  to  the  right  person  at  the  right  time.  We  want  to  hear 
from  SSA  and  the  Commissioner  what  they  think  needs  to  be  done 
to  ensure  that  SSI  recipients  are  provided  the  quality  of  service 
Congress  assumed  would  be  associated  with  the  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration. 

Second,  we  are  going  to  hear  from  a  set  of  SSI  claimants  and  re- 
cipients who  will  describe  their  personal  experiences  with  the  pro- 
gram. We  hope  that  their  stories  will  give  the  committee  and  our 
colleagues  a  sense  of  the  enormous  human  implications  of  specific 
legislative  and  administrative  policies  in  SSI  and  suggest  the  im- 
portance of  efforts  to  correct  problems  that  have  afflicted  the  pro- 
gram from  its  inception. 

Finally,  three  expert  witnesses  will  broadly  review  SSI  from  a  di- 
verse set  of  perspectives  and  approaches,  to  assess  the  relative  suc- 
cess and  failure  of  SSI  in  achieving  its  original  objectives.  We  hope 
to  learn  from  each  their  specific  recommendations  for  improving 
this  important  program  in  the  future. 

When  Congress  created  the  Supplemental  Security  Income  Pro- 
gram, we  called  it  a  positive  assurance  that  no  aged,  blind,  or  dis- 
abled American  would  have  to  subsist  on  an  income  below  a  level 
guaranteed  by  the  Federal  Government.  After  10  years,  it  is  time 
to  ask  ourselves  whether  we  have  made  good  on  that  promise. 

I  welcome  our  distinguished  witnesses,  look  forward  to  their  tes- 
timony, and  want  to  mention  at  this  point  that  we  are  distributing 
today  a  print  prepared  by  the  staff  of  the  Committee  on  the  Sup- 
plemental Security  Income  Program.  It  contains  six  essays  covering 
a  broad  spectrum  of  issues  related  to  the  program. 

Before  I  ask  the  Commissioner  to  proceed,  I  want  to  recognize 
and  call  upon  my  colleague,  my  friend,  and  the  ranking  minority 
member  of  this  committee,  Senator  John  Glenn  of  Ohio. 

John? 

STATEMENT  BY  SENATOR  JOHN  GLENN 

Senator  Glenn.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  glad 
that  we  are  having  this  hearing  today.  The  Supplemental  Security 
Income  Program,  SSI,  has  definitely  improved  the  well-being  of  our 
elderly  and  disabled  populations.  But  a  decade  has  passed  since  it 
was  put  into  effect,  and  certainly,  it  is  time  to  review  the  program, 
see  what  the  difficulties  are,  and  see  where  improvements  can  be 


made,  or  whether  changes  should  be  recommended  for  the  consid- 
eration of  the  whole  Congress. 

When  the  Social  Security  Act  was  amended  in  1972  to  create  SSI, 
it  was  intended  that  this  maze  of  programs  that  we  had  to  aid  the 
aged,  the  blind  and  disabled,  would  be  replaced  with  a  simple,  uni- 
form Federal  grant.  And,  though  many  recipients,  particularly  the 
elderly,  were  receiving  other  forms  of  support,  their  benefits  were 
too  small  to  sustain  them;  the  maximum  SSI  payment  was  set  at 
$140  per  month  for  an  individual  and  $210  per  month  for  a  couple. 
In  1974,  2  million  elderly  began  receiving  SSI  benefits. 

In  1983,  there  were  1.5  million  elderly  individuals  receiving  SSI 
benefits.  I  think  it  is  notable  that  73  percent  were  female,  73  per- 
cent. Many  received  Social  Security,  but  their  average  benefit  fell 
below  the  minimum  SSI  benefit,  now  placed  at  $314  a  month  for  an 
individual  and  $472  a  month  for  a  couple.  Just  in  my  home  State  of 
Ohio,  there  were  115,000  individuals  receiving  SSI  in  1983.  More 
than  27,000  elderly  and  85,000  disabled  persons  were  assisted  by 
the  program. 

There  are  others,  however,  who  qualify  for  the  program,  but  are 
unaware  that  such  assistance  is  available.  They  do  not  even  know 
the  program  is  there  to  help  them.  In  addition,  some  elderly  and 
disabled  people  have  been  turned  away,  or  become  ineligible  be- 
cause the  program  has  somewhat  rigid,  and  in  some  instances,  un- 
reasonable guidelines,  and  I  hope  we  get  into  that  today. 

But  today,  we  will  have  an  opportunity  to  learn  firsthand  about 
some  of  the  difficulties  created  by  some  of  these  regulations,  and 
some  of  the  difficult  circumstances  that  people  have  been  placed  in 
that  I  think  we  can  correct  with  some  of  the  changes  that  I  think 
will  probably  come  out  of  these  hearings. 

One  of  my  constituents  had  hoped  to  be  here  today  to  relate  her 
story  to  you  in  person.  Unfortunately,  her  doctor  would  not  permit 
her  to  make  the  trip  today.  She  is  68  years  old,  a  diabetic  who  re- 
ceives $177  a  month  in  Social  Security,  and  $107  from  SSI.  From 
March  1983  until  early  this  spring,  the  woman  had  $55  deducted 
each  month  from  her  SSI  check.  That  represented  almost  20  per- 
cent of  her  available  income.  This  deduction  was  made  by  SSI  to 
recover  an  alleged  overpayment.  Legal  Aid  requested  that  the  de- 
ductions be  reduced  to  $10  a  month,  but  this  request  was  denied.  In 
February  1984,  a  Federal  court  of  appeals  reversed  SSA's  determi- 
nation, and  this  woman  will  now  receive  the  entire  recoupment 
back.  In  the  meantime,  she  spent  1  year  literally  deciding  whether 
to  pay  doctors'  bills  or  buy  food. 

It  is  experiences  like  this  that  I  think  we  want  to  try  and  pre- 
vent in  the  future. 

I  certainly  welcome  testimony  this  morning  from  Acting  Com- 
missioner Martha  McSteen.  I  know  that  in  your  years  of  work  with 
the  SSA,  you  have  confronted  many  of  the  problems  that  we  on 
this  committee  are  interested  in  correcting,  and  we  want  to  be  as 
helpful  as  we  can,  and  I  know  you  do,  too. 

It  is  our  privilege  also  to  have  several  experts  here  today.  The 
publication  which  Dr.  Schulz  assisted  in  preparing  will  help  us 
focus  more  clearly  on  several  of  these  major  issues.  As  Dr.  Schulz 
stated,  our  concerns  should  be  the  program's  adequacy,  participa- 
tion, and  efficient  administration. 


Government  programs  like  SSI  have  provided  much-needed  as- 
sistance to  our  most  destitute  citizens.  It  is  estimated  that  55  per- 
cent of  all  elderly  would  live  in  poverty  without  the  support  of  such 
programs.  I  want  to  repeat  that:  It  is  estimated  that  55  percent  of 
all  elderly  would  live  in  poverty  in  the  United  States  of  America 
without  the  support  of  such  programs.  So  we  must  not  consider  our 
work  done,  when  experience  indicates  that  corrections  are  needed. 

I  am  supporting  S.  2569,  because  it  responds  to  some  of  the  in- 
equities of  the  current  system,  and  I  look  forward  to  the  further 
recommendations  of  today's  witnesses  who  are  closely  involved 
with  this  program. 

I  have  a  conflicting  hearing  this  morning,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
going  to  have  to  be  absent  for  a  little  while  to  go  to  it.  I  will  try  to 
get  back  later  on  for  later  witnesses  here. 

I  would  hope — I  would  request,  as  a  matter  of  fact — that  we  keep 
the  hearing  record  open  for  several  days  so  that  if  we  have  addi- 
tional questions  that  staff  feels  we  should  ask,  that  we  can  submit 
those  for  writing,  to  be  submitted  back  to  us  in  writing,  to  be  in- 
cluded as  part  of  the  record. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Without  objection,  that  will  be  the  procedure, 
Senator  Glenn.  Thank  you  very  much. 

The  Chair  would  call  on  one  of  the  newer  members  of  the  Aging 
Committee,  but  by  no  means  the  least-experienced  member.  Sena- 
tor Dan  Evans  of  Washington. 

STATEMENT  BY  SENATOR  DANIEL  J.  EVANS 

Senator  Evans.  Thank  you.  I  will  be  very  brief. 

This  will  be  an  interesting  10-year  anniversary  hearing,  because 
I  had  a  different  responsibility  10  years  ago,  as  Governor  of  the 
State  of  Washington,  instituting  the  program  in  the  State,  going 
through  the  throes  and  the  difficulties  which  are  always  attendant 
to  a  new  program,  but  I  think  one  of  the  much  more  successful  pro- 
grams than  some  of  the  others  we  have  instituted  over  the  last  sev- 
eral decades,  and  it  has  proven  to  be  very  beneficial,  I  know — al- 
though in  reading  your  testimony,  I  can  see  how  a  program  de- 
signed to  be  simple  at  the  beginning  has  consistently  and  regularly 
been  amended  by  Congress,  each  amendment  probably  adding  a 
little  to  the  complexity  and  a  little  to  the  difficulty  of  what  was 
once  a  very  simple  and  straightforward  program,  and  perhaps 
there  will  be  some  comments  on  that  during  the  day  today. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Senator  Evans,  thank  you  very  much.  Before 
hearing  from  Commissioner  McSteen,  I  am  going  to  insert  into  the 
record  the  statement  of  Senator  Larry  Pressler,  who  has  a  prior 
commitment  and  cannot  attend  today's  hearing. 

[The  statement  of  Senator  Pressler  follows:] 

Statement  by  Senator  Larry  Pressler 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  that  you  have  called  this  hearing  on  "A  10th  Anni- 
versary Review  of  the  Supplemental  Security  Income  Program.  '  This  Federal  pro- 
gram was  established  to  provide  a  nationally  uniform  guaranteed  minimum  income 
for  the  needy  aged,  blind,  and  disabled.  Some  4  million  people  rely  on  this  program 
to  meet  a  rising  cost  of  living. 

It  is  important  that  we  make  this  program  available  to  the  truly  needy  and 
review  the  administrative  problems  which  may  exist.  Such  problems  often  undercut 


the  program's  purpose.  Through  today's  examination,  we  can  make  plans  for  alter- 
native actions  which  may  be  needed.  The  program  was  intended— among  other 
things— to  improve  incentives  for  the  poor  to  seek  employment  and  decrease  harass- 
ment of  recipients  by  eliminating  obtrusive  eligibility  investigations  to  determine 
need.  Today  we  will  evaluate  the  extent  to  which  SSI  has  met  those  objectives. 

In  my  home  State  of  South  Dakota,  13  percent  of  the  population  is  65  years  of  age 
or  older.  Among  this  population  are  many  very  needy  individuals  who  view  this  pro- 
gram as  their  only  means  of  survival. 

I  look  forward  to  today's  testimony  on  the  asset  limit.  I  am  aware  that  some  re- 
cipients in  South  Dakota  have  inadvertently  found  themselves  with  assets  just 
slightly  over  the  resource  limit  and  thus  forfeiting  all  benefits  received  for  every 
month  they  exceeded  the  limit.  Unfortunately,  some  individuals  have  also  received 
incorrect  benefit  checks  because  of  the  Social  Security  Administration's  overpay- 
ment errors.  The  statute  authorizes  the  Social  Security  Administration  to  recover 
SSI  overpayments  by  adjusting  future  payments  or  by  recovery  from  the  recipient. 
It  is  this  latter  method  which  can  become  a  heavy  burden  for  low-income  individ- 
uals to  bear. 

Today's  testimony  will  be  helpful  to  all  of  us  as  we  consider  legislative  changes 
which  may  need  to  be  made.  This  type  of  congressional  oversight  is  essential  if  Gov- 
ernment programs  are  to  meet  the  objectives  for  which  they  were  created. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Commissioner  McSteen? 

STATEMENT  OF  MARTHA  A.  McSTEEN,  BALTIMORE,  MD,  ACTING 
COMMISSIONER  OF  SOCIAL  SECURITY,  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF 
HEALTH  AND  HUMAN  SERVICES 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Sena- 
tor Evans. 

I  am  pleased  to  be  here  today  to  participate  in  the  hearings  on 
the  Supplemental  Security  Income  Program.  In  the  broad  context 
of  the  Government  programs  available  for  replacement  income,  the 
SSI  program  is  small,  but  it  does  provide  an  essential  support  for  a 
very  vulnerable  portion  of  the  population,  and  the  well-being  of 
this  population  is  extremely  important  to  all  of  us. 

We  have  already  provided  the  committee  with  a  great  deal  of  in- 
formation about  the  SSI  Program  at  this  point.  The  principal 
papers  are  a  retrospective  look  at  the  SSI  Program,  a  review  of 
how  we  have  been  administering  the  program,  and  a  summary  of 
our  outreach  and  information  referral  activities.  I  have  more  ex- 
tensive remarks,  Mr.  Chairman,  which  I  would  ask  to  have  placed 
in  the  record. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Without  objection. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  While  I  do  not  propose  to  review  all  the  material 
with  you,  I  would  like  to  highlight  some  of  the  material,  because  I 
think  it  is  important  that  you  are  willing  to  hear  some  of  the 
issues  that  we  are  concerned  about,  and  hopefully,  we  can  be 
guided  in  improving  the  administration  of  the  program. 

There  is  a  close  correlation  between  the  percentage  of  men  and 
women  age  65  or  older  who  are  below  the  poverty  line,  and  the  per- 
centage of  aged  men  and  women  who  receive  SSI.  Seventy-two  per- 
cent of  the  aged  population  below  the  poverty  line  are  women  and 
28  percent  are  men.  Of  the  aged  SSI  recipients,  73.7  percent  are 
women,  and  26.3  percent  are  men.  Women  comprise  59.8  percent  of 
the  total  aged  population  in  the  Nation  but  comprise  72  percent  of 
the  aged  below  the  poverty  line.  The  fact  that  two-thirds  of  all  SSI 
recipients  are  women,  and  among  these,  75  percent  are  65  or  older, 
really  indicates  that  the  SSI  Program  is  targeting  its  funds  as  in- 
tended. 


The  data  also  show  that  there  is  growth  in  the  number  of  dis- 
abled people  coming  into  the  SSI  Program,  and  that  a  greater  por- 
tion of  these  individuals  will  be  mentally  retarded  individuals,  who 
enter  the  SSI  Program  early  and  are  likely  to  remain  throughout 
their  lifetime. 

Significant  change  has  occurred  in  the  number  of  blind  and  dis- 
abled children  receiving  SSI,  which  has  tripled  since  1974.  Mental 
impairment  is  the  most  common  disability  among  children. 

SSA  has  always  had  an  extensive  public  information  campaign  to 
reach  potential  SSI  eligibles,  and  this  ongoing  outreach  program 
uses  radio  and  newspaper  facilities  to  distribute  information  to  po- 
tential recipients.  But  beyond  that,  with  Public  Law  98-21,  we  are 
assertively  seeking  the  potential  eligibles  who  we  may  not  have 
reached.  Notices  about  the  availability  of  SSI  are  being  sent  out  to 
all  aged  social  security  beneficiaries  who,  judging  by  the  size  of 
their  social  security  benefit  alone,  might  be  eligible  for  SSI. 

We  have  had  more  than  118,000  inquiries,  and  have  taken  about 
32,000  applications  so  far. 

During  the  10  years  of  the  SSI  Program's  life,  there  have  been 
many  legislative  changes,  as  you  have  indicated,  and  they  were  de- 
signed to  protect  the  eligibility  of  current  recipients  or  to  improve 
program  adequacy,  improve  the  disability  work  incentives,  adminis- 
trative efficiency,  or  define  better  the  SSI  Program's  relationship 
with  other  programs. 

For  example,  the  automatic  cost-of-living  increases  in  SSI  benefit 
levels  are  made  at  the  same  time  and  by  the  same  percentage  as 
the  increases  in  the  Social  Security  benefits.  This  helps  insulate 
the  SSI  recipients  from  the  adverse  effects  on  inflation  of  the  value 
of  their  benefit  dollars. 

The  home  and  the  burial  plot  are  excluded  resources.  There  is  an 
automatic  reentitlement  period  in  which  benefits  can  be  reinstated 
without  a  new  application,  or  a  new  disability  determination,  for 
individuals  who  stop  work  but  are  still  impaired,  and  the  work  ex- 
penses directly  related  to  the  disabled  individual's  impairment  are 
deducted  from  income. 

Although  the  legislative  changes  have  improved  the  SSI  Pro- 
gram's ability  to  provide  basic  income  support  for  the  aged,  blind 
and  disabled,  they  have  really  not  altered  the  basic  structure  of  the 
program.  I  believe  that  SSI  is  by  and  large  an  effective  and  effi- 
ciently administered  Federal  program.  It  plays  an  important  role 
in  providing  assistance  to  the  aged,  the  blind,  and  the  disabled 
people  of  this  country.  But  I  submit  to  you  that  SSI  is  not  a  perfect 
program,  nor  is  it  perfectly  administered.  I  think,  though,  that  it 
has  largely  met  the  goals  Congress  set  for  it,  and  has  attempted  to 
adjust  to  the  changing  needs  of  our  society.  In  the  past  10  years, 
there  have  been  changes  in  conditions  in  this  country,  and  of 
course  there  will  be  further  changes  that  need  to  be  accommodat- 
ed. Perhaps  the  history  of  the  first  10  years  of  SSI  holds  a  lesson 
for  its  future.  It  is  important  to  keep  the  intent  of  the  SSI  program 
firmly  in  mind  when  viewing  possible  changing  conditions  and 
problems.  SSI  is  a  cash  assistance  program  which  provides  a  basic 
floor  of  income  to  the  needy  aged,  disabled,  and  blind. 


We  are  not  resting  on  the  past,  however.  We  are  trying  to  im- 
prove program  administration  and  ease  the  burden  on  the  individ- 
uals who  come  to  file  claims. 

There  are  two  specific  improvements  that  I  would  like  to  men- 
tion that  we  are  presently  working  on — the  second  phase  of  a 
project  that  will  give  our  field  offices  advanced  processing  technolo- 
gy to  automate  many  of  the  manual  functions  presently  being  per- 
formed, and  a  reduction  in  the  volume  and  complexity  of  SSA's 
documentation  requirements. 

In  the  interest  of  future  planning  and  to  ensure  that  SSI  contin- 
ues to  be  targeted  to  those  who  need  it  most,  we  are  obtaining 
more  information  about  recipients  and  potential  recipients,  and 
one  way  we  intend  to  do  this  is  through  a  survey  of  SSI  recipients. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  we  are  also  in  the  process  of  notifying 
aged  Social  Security  beneficiaries  of  their  potential  eligibility  for 
SSI.  And,  although  the  purpose  of  these  "alerts"  is  to  seek  out 
those  who  appear  eligible  but,  for  one  reason  or  another,  have  not 
applied  for  SSI,  our  experience  in  handling  the  alert  program  will 
be  evaluated  to  learn  how  we  can  improve  on  the  outreach  process 
and  to  learn  more  about  why  people  who  appear  eligible  decline  to 
participate  in  SSI. 

I  believe  SSI  is  accomplishing  its  mission,  and  while  we  will 
always  debate  about  the  level  of  benefits  and  the  fairness  of  a 
given  provision,  I  believe  there  is  a  consensus  that  the  basic  SSI 
approach  is  a  sound  one,  and  that  whatever  changes  are  made 
should  adhere  to  the  framework  that  has  been  established. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Commissioner  McSteen,  thank  you  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Commissioner  McSteen  follows:] 

Prepared  Statement  of  Martha  A.  McSteen 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee,  I  am  pleased  to  be  here  today  to 
discuss  with  you  the  Supplemental  Security  Income  (SSI)  Program.  Ten  years  have 
passed  since  the  SSI  Program  began  providing  a  floor  of  income  to  aged,  blind,  and 
disabled  persons,  SSI's  10th  anniversary  year  seem.s  an  appropriate  occasion  to 
review  the  development  of  the  program  and  to  look  at  where  the  program  is  now. 
To  this  end,  I  will  discuss  briefly  the  goals  of  the  program,  the  legislative  changes 
since  implementation,  the  characteristics  of  the  people  SSI  serves,  and  how  well  the 
Social  Security  Administration  serves  them. 

Let  me  say  at  the  outset  that  the  SSI  story  is  a  story  of  a  successful,  effective 
Federal  program;  after  ironing  out  its  initial  startup  problems,  SSI  has  provided, 
and  continues  to  provide,  a  very  important  element  of  the  Nation's  support  system 
for  aged,  blind,  and  disabled  people,  SSI  is  not  a  perfect  program  nor  is  it  perfectly 
administered,  but  it  has  met  the  goals  Congress  set  for  it,  and  has  adjusted  to 
changing  conditions. 

BASIC  GOALS,  OBJECTIVES,  AND  FEATURES 

The  fundamental  goal  of  SSI  is  to  provide  a  basic  level  of  income  support  to  needy 
aged,  blind,  and  disabled  persons  based  on  nationally  uniform  eligibility  standards 
and  payment  levels.  The  SSI  Program  was  designed  to  provide: 

An  income  source  of  last  resort  for  the  aged,  blind,  and  disabled  whose  income 
and  resources  are  below  specified  levels. 

Eligibility  requirements  and  benefit  standards  that  are  nationally  uniform,  and 
eligibility  determinations  based  on  objective  criteria. 

Incentives  and  opportunitities  for  those  recipients  able  to  work  or  to  be  rehabili- 
tated that  would  enable  them  to  escape  from  their  dependency  situations. 

An  efficient  and  economical  method  of  providing  this  assistance. 

Encouragement  to  States  to  provide  supplementation  of  the  basic  Federal  benefit; 
and 


Protection  for  the  eligibility  and  income  levels  of  recipients  under  the  former  pro- 
grams Old  Age  Assistance  (OAA),  Aid  to  the  Blind  (AB),  and  Aid  to  the  Permanent- 
ly and  Totally  Disabled  (APTD)  who  were  converted  to  the  SSI  program. 

As  the  word  "supplemental"  in  its  title  implies,  the  SSI  program  was  intended  as 
an  income  source  of  last  resort.  Therefore,  persons  eligible  for  SSI  are  required  to 
apply  for  other  payments  from  public  or  private  sources  for  which  they  may  be  eli- 
gible. 

SSI  is  a  domestic  program  of  assistance  to  relieve  poverty  in  the  50  States  and  the 
District  of  Columbia.  Thus  the  program  requires  a  recipient  to  be  a  resident  of  the 
United  States  and  to  be  present  in  the  United  States.  In  addition,  a  recipient  must 
be  a  U.S.  citizen,  an  alien  legally  admitted  for  permanent  residence,  or  an  alien  oth- 
erwise permanently  residing  in  the  United  States  under  color  of  law. 

To  take  into  account  the  responsibility  for  support  of  people  by  certain  relatives— 
specifically,  a  spouse  of  an  adult  or  a  parent  of  a  disabled  child  under  age  18— the 
income  and  resources  of  the  person  are  deemed  to  include  the  income  and  resources 
of  the  spouse  or  parent  who  lives  in  the  same  household  with  the  person. 

In  general,  people  in  public  institutions  are  not  eligible  for  SSI.  This  restriction  is 
a  carryover  from  the  former  State  programs  and  was  based  on  the  view  that  Feder- 
al funds  should  not  be  used  to  fmance  what  has  traditionally  been  a  State  and  local 
responsibility.  This  prohibition  does  not  apply  to  a  person  in  a  public  institution 
when  medicaid  is  paying  for  a  substantial  portion  of  his  care.  When  the  medicaid 
program  is  providing  for  the  person's  care  and  basic  needs,  he  may  still  be  eligible 
for  an  SSI  payment  of  up  to  S25  a  month.  This  payment  is  intended  to  enable  people 
with  no  income  to  purchase  small  personal  comfort  items  since  under  the  medicaid 
program  only  the  patient's  medical  and  subsistence  needs  are  met  while  he  is  in  the 
institution. 

The  SSI  Program  substituted  an  objective  flat  grant  system  for  the  individual 
budget  system  used  in  many  of  the  former  State  programs.  Under  the  flat  grant 
system,  assistance  amounts  are  determined  by  subtracting  countable  income  from 
the  standard  benefit  rate. 

In  keeping  with  its  flat  grant  design,  SSI  uses  uniform  limits  on  the  dollar 
amounts  or  value  of  income  and  resources  that  a  person  can  have  and  still  qualify 
for  Federal  assistance.  The  law  provides  certain  exclusions  from  income  and  re- 
sources and  only  the  value  of  income  and  resources  after  the  exclusions  are  applied 
is  counted  in  determining  eligibility  and  benefit  amount.  In  January,  if  the  Con- 
sumer Price  Index  has  risen  by  more  than  3  percent  over  the  previous  12  months, 
the  income  limits  are  adjusted  automatically  to  reflect  increases  in  the  cost  of 
living.  Currently  these  limits— which  correspond  to  the  Federal  benefit  rates— are 
S314  for  individuals  and  .$472  for  couples.  The  resource  limitation  is  81,500  in  count- 
able resources  for  an  individual  and  S2.250  for  a  couple  living  together,  whether  or 
not  both  are  eligible  for  SSI. 

SSI  standards  also  include  65  as  the  minimum  age  requirement  for  assistance 
based  on  age,  and  nationally  uniform  definitions  of  disability  and  of  blindness  which 
are  basically  the  same  as  those  used  for  insured  workers  under  the  Social  Security 
Disability  Insurance  Program. 

The  SSI  Program  recognizes  that  some  needy  persons  continue  to  work  in  spite  of 
their  age  or  physical  condition.  To  support  and  encourage  these  attempts,  the  pro- 
gram is  constructed  so  that  all  recipients  who  work  have  a  higher  level  of  income 
than  those  who  do  not  work.  Therefore,  in  determining  eligibility  for  and  the 
amount  of  SSI  benefits  substantial  amounts— the  first  $65  and  one-half  of  the  re- 
mainder— of  a  worker's  earnings  are  disregarded. 

To  provide  opportunity  and  incentive  for  the  blind  and  disabled  to  \york.  the  SSI 
program  provides  reimljursement  for  vocational  rehabilitation  services  used  by 
qualified  recipients.  Further,  a  certain  amount  of  the  earnings  of  blind  or  disabled 
children  who  are  students,  the  amounts  of  grants,  scholarships,  and  fellowships  re- 
ceived for  use  in  paying  tuition  and  fees  at  educational  facilities,  and  the  expenses 
of  the  blind  reasonably  attributable  to  working  are  all  excluded  from  income. 

In  addition,  earned  income  and  certain  resources  of  a  blind  or  disabled  recipient 
necessary  for  the  fulfillment  of  an  approved  plan  for  achieving  self-support  are  ex- 
cluded from  income  and  resources.  Finally,  certain  income  producing  property  that, 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  is  essential  to  self-support  activity,  is  excluded  from 
resources. 

Congress  created  the  SSI  Program  with  the  expectation  that  some  States  would 
supplement  the  basic  Federal  pavment  to  maintain  payment  levels  higher  than  the 
Federal  SSI  standard.  The  Congress  provided  that  the  Federal  Government  could 
agree  with  a  State  to  administer  its  supplementary  payments  and  to  absorb  the  cost 
of  administering  them. 


LEGISLATIVE  CHANGES 

Legislative  changes  to  the  SSI  Program  have  often  resulted  from  public  attention 
being  brought  to  bear  on  a  specific  situation  or  on  individual  cases.  SSI  has  been 
amended  by  provisions  contained  in  17  separate  laws.  In  addition,  the  laws  govern- 
ing several  other  federally  funded  assistance  programs  have  been  amended  to  clari- 
fy how  the  benefits  and  services  provided  are  to  be  treated  by  the  SSI  Program.  The 
changes  can  be  broadly  categorized  as: 

Protecting  current  recipients  and/ or  improving  program  adequacy. 

Defining  the  SSI  Program's  relationship  with  other  Federal  programs,  the  States, 
and  private  programs. 

Eliminating  loopholes,  improving  administrative  efficiency,  and  effecting  budget 
savings;  and 

Improving  disability  work  incentives. 

I  will  not  cover  here  all  of  the  legislative  changes  since  1974.  Rather,  I  will  discuss 
the  most  important  of  these  changes  or  those  that  best  illustarate  the  four  catego- 
ries. 

RECIPIENT  PROTECTION  AND  PROGRAM  ADEQUACY 

After  the  October  1972  SSI  enactment  date  and  before  the  January  1974  imple- 
mentation date,  the  law  was  amended  to  require  States  to  maintain  the  income 
levels  of  those  people  whose  welfare  benefits  were  higher  than  the  SSI  payment 
level,  and  to  add  certain  provisions  which  protected  persons  from  loss  of  eligibility 
or  income  when  they  were  converted  from  the  State  rolls. 

The  effect  of  inflation  in  eroding  the  buying  power  of  the  SSI  benefit  levels  as 
established  in  1972  was  clearly  demonstrated  by  the  situation  in  1974.  The  original 
$130  SSI  benefit  level  established  for  an  individual  in  1972  represented  an  amount 
equal  to  78  percent  of  the  Government's  poverty  index.  This  ratio  would  have 
slipped  to  66  percent  by  1974  had  the  SSI  benefit  level  not  been  increased  to  $140 
for  January  1974.  Congress  realized  this,  and  on  the  eve  of  the  day  SSI  was  to  begin, 
raised  the  benefit  level  to  $140. 

Another  event,  the  1974  Social  Security  benefit  increase,  demonstrated  the  need 
to  closely  coordinate  both  the  timing  and  the  percent  of  cost-of-living  increases 
under  Social  Security  and  SSI.  When  the  Social  Security  benefit  increase  was  paid 
to  beneficiaries  who  were  also  SSI  recipients,  they  received  no  increase  in  their  total 
income  because  the  SSI  benefit  was  reduced  dollar-for-dollar  by  the  amount  of  the 
increase  in  the  Social  Security  benefit. 

Congress  dealt  with  the  problem  by  passing  legislation  that  provided  for  automat- 
ic cost-of-living  increases  in  SSI  benefit  levels.  The  increases  were  to  be  made  at  the 
same  time  and  by  the  same  percentage  as  increases  in  Social  Security  benefits.  This 
SSI  change,  first  effective  July  1975,  not  only  ensured  that  SSI  recipients  who  were 
also  eligible  under  Social  Security  would  receive  the  effect  of  any  automatic  cost-of- 
living  adjustment  (COLA),  but  also  helped  insulate  all  SSI  recipients  from  the  ad- 
verse effects  of  inflation  on  the  value  of  their  benefit  dollars. 

Last  vear,  an  ad  hoc  SSI  benefit  increase  was  enacted  providing  an  additional  $20 
for  individuals  and  $30  for  couples  effective  July  1,  1983.  This  increase  was  included 
in  the  bipartisan  Social  Security  financing  compromise  and  was  intended  to  amelio- 
rate the  effect  of  delaying  the  automatic  COLA  for  6  months. 

Another  effort  to  improve  program  adequacy  was  the  change  made  in  the  way  the 
home  is  treated.  The  original  legislation  authorized  the  Secretary  to  establish  the 
value  of  the  home  that  could  be  excluded  from  consideration  as  a  resource,  and  the 
amount  was  set  at  $25,000  ($35,000  in  Alaska  and  Hawaii).  The  rapid  inflationary 
increases  in  property  vaues  during  the  early  1970's  created  situations  where  the  ap- 
preciation in  the  value  of  the  home  above  the  limit  made  recipients  ineligible,  even 
though  their  other  circumstances  had  not  changed.  Congress  recognized  this  prob- 
lem and  in  1976  passed  legislation  that  excluded  a  home  of  any  value  from  being 
counted  as  a  resource.  Although  this  change  broadened  the  eligibility  criteria,  the 
overall  SSI  resources  limits  kept  the  liberalizing  effect  of  the  change  from  being 
costly. 

The  treatment  of  prepaid  burial  arrangements  as  resources  had  long  been  a  topic 
of  discussion.  This  was  a  particularly  difficult  area  since  some  of  the  State  programs 
had  either  excluded  or  provided  special  treatment  of  this  type  of  asset  when  deter- 
mining eligibility.  In  1982,  Congress  concluded  that  all  SSI  recipients  should  receive 
equivalent  treatment,  regardless  of  various  State  laws  concerning  the  way  in  which 
the  funds  were  held,  and  that  the  SSI  program  should  not  deny  eligibility  to  those 
individuals  who  have  made  reasonable  efforts  to  provide  for  their  burial.  As  a 
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result.  Congress  excluded  burial  plots  and  the  value  of  burial  funds  (up  to  $1,500) 
from  consideration  as  resources. 

RELATIONSHIP  TO  OTHER  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

The  original  SSI  legislation  barred  assistance  to  inmates  of  public  institutions.  As 
the  deinstitutionalization  effort  developed,  some  individuals  were  transferred  to 
small,  community-based  group  homes,  operated  either  by  a  government  or  a  private 
organization.  In  those  instances  where  the  group  home  was  privately  maintained, 
the  residents  could  become  eligible  for  SSI  benefits  upon  release  from  the  public  in- 
stitution. However,  when  the  home  was  a  public  facility,  the  residents  were  categor- 
ically ineligible  for  SSI  benefits.  To  assure  that  the  SSI  program  would  not  impede 
deinstitutionalization  efforts,  SSI  was  amended  in  1976  to  exclude  from  the  defini- 
tion of  public  institution  any  publicly  operated  community-based  residence  serving 
16  or  fewer  individuals. 

Some  of  the  people  deinstitutionalized  in  this  effort  became  street  people.  Public 
efforts  to  provide  emergency  shelter  and  other  needed  services  resulted  in  their 
being  ineligible  for  SSI  because  they  were  housed  in  public  shelters.  In  1983,  Con- 
gress enacted  legislation  which  further  liberalized  the  treatment  of  residents  of 
public  insitutitions  to  provide  SSI  for  up  to  3  months  in  any  12-month  period  for 
individuals  otherwise  eligible  but  who  live  in  public  emergency  shelters  for  the 
homeless. 

CLOSING  LOOPHOLES,  IMPROVING  EFFICIENCY,  AND  REDUCING  COSTS 

Over  the  years,  the  effects  of  unintended  loopholes  in  the  program  surfaced  and 
changes  in  some  program  provisions  were  enacted  to  deal  with  them. 

For  example,  legislation  enacted  in  1980  substantially  eliminated  situations  in 
which  retroactive  Social  Security  benefits  resulted  in  "windfalls"  to  SSI  recipients 
because  SSI  did  not  adjust  to  take  into  account  the  Social  Security  benefits  due  for 
the  same  period.  Also,  to  discourage  persons  who  agreed  to  sponsor  and  could  afford 
to  support  immigrants  to  the  United  States,  but  who  then  rely  on  the  SSI  program 
to  provide  financial  support.  Congress  enacted  legislation  in  1980  which  requires 
that  the  income  and  resources  of  sponsors  be  considered  as  the  income  and  re- 
sources of  aliens  for  3  years  after  their  lawful  admission. 

To  deal  with  situations  in  which  an  applicant  or  recipient  disposed  of  assets  in 
order  to  become  or  remain  eligible  for  SSI,  Congress  enacted  a  provision  in  1980  re- 
quiring that  the  uncompensated  value  of  any  resource  disposed  of  for  less  than  its 
fair  market  value  continue  to  be  taken  into  account  as  part  of  the  individual's  re- 
sources for  2  years  after  disposal. 

Prior  to  1981,  unnegotiated  SSI  checks  were  credited  to  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury  but  were  not  reelected  to  the  SSI  appropriation  or  returned  to  the  States. 
A  procedure  was  established  to  recredit  the  SSI  appropriation  with  any  SSI  checks 
remaining  uncashed  for  more  than  180  days.  Amounts  representing  State  supple- 
mentation included  in  such  checks  are  returned  to  the  States.  The  effect  is  to  reduce 
the  amount  that  must  be  allocated  by  both  the  Federal  and  State  governments. 

DISABILITY  PROVISIONS 

SSI  work  incentives  have  been  improved  by  the  Social  Security  Disability  Amend- 
ments of  1980.  The  automatic  12-month  reentitlement  period  in  which  benefits  can 
be  reinstated  immediately  without  a  new  application  or  disability  determination  for 
individuals  who  stop  working  but  are  still  impaired,  and  the  deduction  of  work  ex- 
penses directly  related  to  an  individual's  impairment,  are  common  to  both  the  SSI 
and  Social  Security  programs.  Under  SSI,  the  disregard  of  more  than  one-half  of  the 
amount  of  earned  income  and  the  inclusion  of  vocational  rehabilitation  require- 
ments are  also  intended  as  incentives  for  individuals  who  want  to  attempt  to  work. 
Another  such  provision  unique  to  SSI  is  section  1619  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  Sec- 
tion 1619  was  designed  as  a  3-year  experiment  which  allowed  the  continued  pay- 
ment of  Federal  SSI  benefits  (and  optional  State  supplementary  payments)  to  SSI 
recipients  who  continued  to  be  medically  disabled  and  whose  earnings— after  deduc- 
tions for  impairment  related  work  expenses — were  above  the  SGA  level — generally, 
$300  a  month— and  below  the  break-even  point  (the  amount  above  which  SSI  bene- 
fits are  not  payable).  Section  1619  also  continued  medicaid  eligibility  for  individuals 
in  this  category  whose  earnings  were  above  the  break-even  point  but  whose  income 
was  not  judged  sufficient  to  provide  a  reasonable  equivalent  of  these  benefits. 

The  provisions  in  section  1619  expired  December  31,  1983.  The  Secretary  of  HHS 
authorized  a  demonstration  project  through  December  1984  which  is  modeled  after 
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the  1619  experiment,  SSA  is  collecting  and  analyzing  data  to  determine  the  effec- 
tiveness of  the  experiment  as  a  work  incentive  and  we  will  report  our  findings  to 
Congress. 

CHARACTERISTICS  OF  THE  SSI  POPULATION,  SSI  INCOME  LEVELS,  AND  EXPENDITURES 

The  first  10  years  of  the  SSI  program  have  been  marked  by  initial  rapid  growth 
and  a  subsequent  decline  in  the  SSI  caseload.  In  January  1974,  more  than  3.2  mil- 
lion persons  received  SSI  benefits.  Approximately  3  million  of  those  had  received 
public  assistance  payments  under  State  programs.  From  that  initial  month,  the  rolls 
increased  to  4.3  million  recipients  in  December  1975.  Following  this  peak,  the  num- 
bers have  decreased  each  year  to  slightly  less  than  3.9  million  recipients  at  the  end 
of  December  1983.  The  major  reason  for  the  decrease  is  that  there  has  been  a  steady 
decline  in  the  number  of  new  eligibles. 

The  overall  decrease  in  the  number  of  people  who  came  on  the  SSI  rolls  from  1974 
through  1983  is  about  66  percent.  The  most  dramatic  decrease  has  been  the  83  per- 
cent decline  in  newly  eligible  aged  recipients.  In  January  1974,  approximately  2  mil- 
lion persons  received  SSI  because  of  age.  While  the  numbers  of  recipients  who  are 
aged  65  has  remained  about  the  same,  the  numbers  who  come  on  the  rolls  as  aged 
have  been  decreasing  since  the  end  of  1975.  As  of  December  1983,  there  were  1.5 
million  persons  receiving  SSI  benefits  who  became  eligible  based  on  age.  Another 
500,000  recipients  who  are  now  aged  65  entered  the  rolls  as  blind  or  disabled  recipi- 
ents. ,  „_  ,, 

In  December  1983,  55  percent  of  all  SSI  recipients  were  aged  65  or  older,  com- 
pared with  61  percent  in  January  1974. 

Over  16  percent  of  SSI  recipients  are  aged  80  or  older.  This  percentage  has  re- 
mained fairly  constant  since  1974.  Currently,  three  out  of  four  persons  receiving  SSI 
are  over  age  50;  in  1974,  four  out  of  five  SSI  recipients  were  over  age  50. 

Two-thirds  of  all  SSI  recipients  are  women.  Of  this  group,  three  out  of  four  are 
aged  65  or  older.  The  proportion  has  been  the  same  since  1974.  The  higher  life  ex- 
pectancy of  women  and  their  lower  overall  level  of  nonassistance  income  are  reflect- 
ed by  these  data. 

Fifty-eight  percent  of  SSI  recipients  are  white  and  26  percent  black.  Persons  ot 
other  races  comprise  4  percent,  while  race  was  not  reported  for  11  percent.  Similar 
distribution  is  found  in  each  category  and  has  not  fluctuated  since  1974. 

Sixty-nine  percent  of  all  SSI  recipients  lived  in  metropolitan  areas  in  December 
1983.  Seventy-two  percent  of  the  blind  and  disabled  recipients,  but  only  63  percent 
of  the  aged  recipients,  lived  in  metropolitan  areas.  Since  1974,  the  proportion  of  SSI 
recipients  living  in  metropolitan  areas  has  increased  nearly  10  percent. 

Social  Security  benefits  are  the  primary  source  of  SSI  recipients'  other  income.  In 
December  1975,  nearly  70  percent  of  the  aged  SSI  recipients  and  36  percent  of  the 
disabled  recipients  received  Social  Security  benefits.  The  average  Social  Security 
payment  received  by  SSI  recipients  was  $130  a  month.  By  December  1983,  the  pro- 
portion of  disabled  recipients  with  Social  Security  benefits  increased  to  39  percent, 
while  the  proportion  of  aged  recipients  with  Social  Security  remained  steady.  The 
average  Social  Security  benefit  in  December  1983  for  all  SSI  recipients  was  $240. 

Only  11  percent  of  all  SSI  recipients  (some  of  whom  also  receive  Social  Security) 
have  unearned  income  other  than  Social  Security  benefits.  This  percentage  has  re- 
mained fairly  constant  since  1974.  The  average  monthly  arnount  of  these  other  types 
of  unearned  income  has  increased  from  $61  in  1974  to  $82  in  1983. 

Of  the  total  SSI  population,  1.4  percent  of  the  aged,  6.3  percent  of  the  blind,  and 
4.4  percent  of  the  disabled  have  income  earned  from  working.  The  average  monthly 
earnings  in  1983  for  those  recipients  who  worked  was  $116  for  the  aged,  $427  for  the 
blind,  and  $98  for  the  disabled. 

SSI  INCOME  LEVELS 

SSI  assures  an  annual  income  that  in  1984  is  76  percent  of  the  current  official 
projected  poverty  line  for  an  individual  and  84  percent  for  a  couple.  These  compari- 
sons take  into  account  only  the  Federal  SSI  benefit  levels. 

When  State  supplements  are  included  in  the  comparison,  the  level  of  income  more 
closely  approaches  the  poverty  level  depending  on  the  amount  of  a  State's  supple- 
mentation levels.  Four  States  provide  supplements  which,  in  addition  to  SSI,  raise 
assistance  levels  above  the  poverty  index  for  aged  individuals.  Nine  States  provide 
supplements  which  raise  aged  couples'  income  above  the  poverty  index. 

The  SSI  benefit  rate  for  individual  living  in  their  own  households  has  increased 
124  percent— from  $140  in  January  1947  to  $314  in  January  1984.  During  the  same 
period,  the  CPI  has  risen  117  percent. 
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EXPENDITURES 

The  total  amount  of  Federal  SSI  benefits  paid,  not  including  State  supplementa- 
tion, increased  from  $3.8  billion  in  1974  to  $7.2  billion  in  1983,  an  increase  of  89 
percent. 

Currently,  16  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  have  their  optional  State  sup- 
plements administered  by  the  Federal  Government  and  26  States  and  the  District  of 
Columbia  have  federally  administered  mandatory  supplements.  Total  expenditures 
by  States  for  supplementary  benefits  have  increased  by  37  percent  from  almost  $1.5 
billion  in  1974  to  almost  $2  billion  in  1983. 

ADMINISTRATION 

In  planning  SSI,  Congress  concluded  that  sucessful  administration  of  the  SSI  pro- 
gram would  be  achieved  by  using  SSA's  administrative  structure.  Congress  looked  to 
SSA  with  its  existing  nationwide  network  of  offices  and  contact  points,  and  its  expe- 
rience with  large  benefit  programs  as  the  agency  that  could  effectively  run  the  SSI 
program. 

The  first  decade  of  the  SSI  program  has  been  marked  by  significant  changes  and 
impr'ovements  that  have  led  to  improved  fiscal  responsibility  and  administrative  ef- 
ficiency in  the  day-to-day  operation  of  the  program.  The  changes  and  improvements 
also,  in  many  cases,  have  reduced  the  burden  on  recipients  and  resulted  in  more 
accurate,  reliable  payments. 

The  startup  problems  of  the  SSI  program  are  well  documented.  Computer  systems 
problems  of  early  1974  were  quickly  ironed  out,  and  numerous  errors  were  found 
and  corrected.  New  systems  were  established,  employing  advanced  data  processing 
and  telecommunications  techniques  which  allowed  SSA  to  establish  SSI  claims  and 
pay  benefits  in  time  to  meet  the  current  needs  of  the  typical  SSI  recipient.  As  you 
know,  Mr.  Chairman,  SSA  is  now  embarked  on  a  complete  overhaul  of  our  computer 
systems  which  should  result  eventually  in  further  improvements  in  the  delivery  of 
the  SSI  program. 

One  of  SSA's  primary  commitments  has  been  to  improve  the  effectiveness  and  ef- 
ficiency of  its  policies  and  administration.  To  help  meet  this  goal,  SSA  developed  a 
quality  assurance  system  which  measures  the  accuracy  of  payments,  identifies  prob- 
lems, and  suggests  corrective  action.  Since  1974,  SSA  has  reduced  the  SSI  payment 
error  rate  from  10.9  percent  to  3.6  percent  as  of  September  1983  (latest  data  avail- 
able). Currently,  we  are  examing  ways  of  simplifying  our  administrative  policies. 

Another  significant,  and  I  believe  the  most  important,  agency  goal  is  to  render 
service  to  the  public  in  a  uniform,  courteous,  sensitive  and  dignified  manner.  SSA 
assists  SSI  applicants  in  obtaining  the  evidence  neccessary  to  establish  their  claims. 
Special  efforts  are  made  to  assist  those  who,  due  to  age  or  disability,  are  unable  to 
pursue  their  claims  or  report  when  they  have  a  change  in  circumstances.  SSA  peri- 
odically reviews  the  eligibility  factors  and  payment  amounts  of  SSI  recipients.  These 
redeterminations  have  been  streamlined  to  the  extent  that  we  only  request  minimal 
information  of  those  recipients  who,  through  SSA's  quality  assurance  review,  were 
identified  as  persons  whose  situations  are  not  likely  to  change  year  to  year.  On  the 
other  hand,  in-depth  redeterminations  are  conducted  on  those  recipients  whose  cir- 
cumstances are  more  likely  to  change. 

As  proud  as  we  are  of  our  many  successes  in  administering  the  SSI  prograrn,  we 
are  not  resting  on  our  laurels.  We  are  constantly  seeking  to  improve  its  administra- 
tion, ease  the  burden  on  recipients  and  provide  more  accurate  payments. 

Two  specific  improvements  we  are  presently  working  on  which  will  help  us  make 
these  kinds  of  improvements  are: 

The  second  phase  of  a  project  that  will  give  field  offices  advanced  processing  tech- 
nology to  automate  many  of  the  manual  functions  presently  being  performed;  and 

A  reduction  in  the  volume  and  complexity  of  SSA's  documentation  requirements. 
This  initiative  will  maintain  payment  accuracy  while  simplifying  the  process  of  de- 
termining eligibility. 

In  the  interest  of  future  planning  and  to  ensure  that  SSI  continues  to  be  targeted 
to  those  who  need  it  most,  we  are  obtaining  more  information  about  recipients  and 
potential  recipients.  One  way  we  plan  to  obtain  information  is  through  a  survey  of 
SSI  recipients.  Another  way  is  through  an  analysis  of  the  SSI  Alert  activity  result- 
ing from  Senator  Dole's  amendment  in  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1983 
(Public  Law  98-21).  Currently,  SSA  is  in  the  process  of  notifying  Social  Security 
beneficiaries  of  their  potential  eligibility  for  SSI.  Although  the  purpose  of  these 
"alerts"  is  to  seek  out  those  who  appear  eligible  but  for  one  reason  or  another  have 
not  applied  for  SSI,  our  experience  in  handling  the  alert  program  will  be  evaluated 


13 

to  learn  how  we  can  improve  on  the  outreach  process  and  to  learn  why  people  who 
appear  eligible  decline  to  paticipate  in  SSI. 

CONCLUSION 

Ten  years  after  its  implementation,  SSI  remains  faithful  to  the  basic  principles  on 
which  Congress  built  the  program.  It  has  retained  the  efficiency  and  effectiveness  of 
the  flat  grant  approach  and  continues  to  place  emphasis  on  providing  incentives  to 
work  and  rehabilitation.  Although  there  have  been  some  changes  in  the  way  certam 
kinds  of  income  and  resources  are  treated,  by  and  large  SSI  still  is  a  program  that 
supplements  other  income  up  to  a  uniform,  nationally  established,  floor  of  mcome. 

SSI  is  accomplishing  its  mission  supplementing  the  Social  Security  and  other  pro- 
grams for  the  needy  aged,  blind,  and  disabled.  While  there  will  always  be  debate 
about  the  level  of  benefits  and  the  fairness  of  particular  provisions,  I  believe  there  is 
now  a  broad  consensus  that  the  basis  SSI  approach  is  a  sound  one  and  that  what- 
ever changes  are  made  are  based  on  the  principles  and  framework  that  have  been 
established. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Commissioner  McSteen,  If  you  had  one  im- 
provement to  make  in  the  program,  in  the  required  legislation, 
what  improvement  would  you  make? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Well,  that  is  a  difficult  question  because  it  touch- 
es on  a  number  of  issues.  I  would  say  that  the  greatest  potential 
lies  in  the  fact  that  we  have  an  opportunity  to  take  a  look  at  all 
other  Federal  and  State  programs  that  impact  on  the  lives  of  indi- 
viduals and  see  how  we  can  pull  those  together,  in  an  effort  to 
bring  people  in  this  country  above  the  poverty  line. 

Chairman  Heinz.  And,  looking  just  at  the  administrative  re- 
quirements of  the  program,  you  mentioned  the  need  for  outreach, 
which  you  are  working  on,  but  are  there  any  elements  in  the  pro- 
gram right  now  that  are  more  modest,  perhaps  because  they  are 
administrative,  that  you  would  seek  to  change? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Well,  SSI  is  a  complex  program  administratively, 
but  we  find  that  our  greatest  problem,  really,  is  reaching  people 
who  may  be  potentially  eligible  and  helping  them  understand 
where  else  besides  SSI  they  may  look  for  benefits  to  help  alleviate 
their  needs.  If  we  adhere  to  the  real  framework  of  what  we  are 
supposed  to  be  doing,  and  that  is  targeting  aid  to  the  most  needy  in 
this  country,  we  feel  that  we  must  continue  to  find  other  ways  in 
addition  to  SSI  to  see  that  these  people  are  well  taken  care  of 

Chairman  Heinz.  Let  me  give  you  one  example  which  is  dealt 
with  in  the  legislation  that  Senator  Moynihan  and  I  have  intro- 
duced, it  has  to  do  with  the  way  the  assets  test  works  and  how,  if 
you  are,  as  an  individual,  5  cents  over  the  $1,500  asset  test,  you 
lose  your  entire  SSI  payment  for  as  long  as  you  are  5  cents,  a 
dollar,  $5  over  the  $1,500  asset  test.  We  are  going  to  hear  later  this 
morning  from  some  individuals  who  lost  their  entire  SSI  benefit  for 
those  several  months,  simply  because  they  really  did  just  have  a 
few  dollars  more  than  the  limit  allows. 

I  would  have  to  imagine  that  such  a  strict  rule  gives  the  Social 
Security  Administration  some  headaches.  As  I  understand,  about 
half  the  total  dollar  amount  of  SSI  overpayments  are  associated 
with  the  assets  test. 

So,  first,  let  me  ask  you  if  you  agree  that  there  is  a  problem  with 
the  assets  test  and  with  what  happens  as  a  result  of  it. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  The  assets  test  has  always  been  a  concern  be- 
cause it  is  difficult  to  determine  what  assets  an  individual  has  and 
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the  value  of  those  assets  in  some  cases.  Administratively,  it  is  diffi- 
cult, it  is  difficult  to  seek  out  this  information  from  the  individual. 

I  would  like  to  mention  that  even  though  the  asset  limits  of 
$1,500  and  $2,250  have  remained  the  same  as  originally  set,  the 
assets  test  has  been  changed  in  other  ways.  There  are  many  assets 
that  are  not  included  in  this  limitation.  It  took  us  several  years  to 
come  around,  in  1976,  to  recognizing  that  the  home  should  be  ex- 
cluded regardless  of  the  value,  and  I  think  that  was  a  giant  step 
forward.  And  then,  a  little  later  on,  starting  in  1979,  the  value  of 
resources  was  determined  by  the  equity  that  the  individual  had  in 
them  rather  than  on  the  current  market  value.  I  thought  that  was 
a  step  forward.  The  amount  of  household  goods  and  personal  effects 
that  could  be  excluded  was  increased  from  $1,500  to  $2,000.  The 
automobile  is  not  counted  as  a  resource  if  it  is  of  resasonable  value. 
That  was  raised  from  $1,200  to  $4,500  current  market  value.  And 
then,  in  1981,  transfer  of  resources  was  addressed,  and  if  the  recipi- 
ent sells  or  gives  away  a  non-excluded  resource  for  less  than  the 
fair  market  value  in  order  to  establish  SSI /Medicaid  eligiblity,  he 
is  charged  with  the  uncompensated  value.  I  think  that  is  a  fair  and 
equitable  way  of  looking  at  those  assets. 

Joint  bank  accounts  have  always  been  a  problem.  As  you  recall, 
we  were  very  firm  in  our  approach  to  that,  and  if  an  applicant's  or 
recipient's  name  was  on  the  joint  bank  account,  we  considered  that 
to  be  a  resource.  But  we  changed  that,  too,  and  now  the  individual 
has  an  opportunity  to  indicate  whether  the  asset  truly  is  his.  No 
longer  does  just  having  his  name  on  the  title  result  in  our  consider- 
ing the  account  as  a  resource. 

And  last,  the  burial  plot  and  an  amount  of  liquid  resources  for 
burial  arrangements  were  recognized  as  exclusions  from  resources. 

So  I  would  say,  in  going  over  that  long  list  that  we  feel  that 
there  are  ways  that  individuals  can  have  sufficient  assets  and  still 
receive  SSI.  Now,  this  does  not  diminish  the  issue  that  you  raised 
about  the  difficulty  of  trying  to  face  up  to  why  5  cents  or  $5  makes 
a  difference.  The  only  thing  I  can  say  to  you  is  that  we  are  at- 
tempting to  adhere  to  the  intent  of  the  law.  Of  course,  we  are  also 
concerned  about  the  administrative  costs  of  considering  that  $5 — 
where  it  came  from  or  what  it  really  means. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Well,  I  agree  with  you.  Commissioner,  that  the 
way  the  law  is  written,  you  have  to  cut  off  someone's  $200  or  $300 
benefit  check— it  might  be  $100,  it  might  be  $200,  it  might  be  the 
maximum  of  $314— if  they  have  $5  in  their  bank  account  more 
than  they  should  have  in  terms  of  the  liquid  asset  threshold  of 
$1,500. 

But  my  question  to  you  is,  does  that  provision  of  the  law  make 
sense,  and  is  the  punishment  not  just  way  out  of  proportion  to  the 
circumstances.  For  the  most  part,  I  suspect  these  people  don't 
knowingly  commit  an  infraction.  We  are  not  supposed  to  penalize 
people  for  savings  in  the  first  place.  We  are  supposed  to  encourage 
it.  We  understand,  of  course,  that  we  do  not  want  to  pay  benefits  to 
people  who  have  assets  that  can  finance  their  own  way.  But  do  you 
agree  or  disagree  with  the  policy  here,  which  is  that  if  you  have 
just  a  few  dollars  more  in  your  bank  account  than  the  law  says 
that  you  ought  to  have,  that  the  punishment  for  this  information  is 
losing  your  entire  SSI  benefit,  even  if  that  is  30  or  40  or  50  times 
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the  amount  that  you  have  exceeded  the  assets  test— is  that  good 
policy? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Well,  I  think  we  and  everyone  in  this  country 
have  to  address  this  issue— if  we  allow  for  those  kinds  of  excep- 
tions, what  does  it  equate  to  in  terms  of  taxpayer  cost.  And  I  think 
that  is  a  major  concern  in  most  of  the  policy  issues  that  would  lib- 
eralize the  program.  There  are  some  exceptions,  as  you  know,  that 
have  been  granted.  Also,  States  have  leeway  in  extending  medicaid 
coverage  to  individuals  who  don't  quite  meet  the  SSI  eligibility  cri- 
teria, and  they  have  generally  exercised  that  option. 

As  I  see  it,  it  is  an  issue — . 

Chairman  Heinz.  Well,  then,  your  position  is  that  it  is  good 
policy  if  someone  has  even  a  diminutive  amount  over  the  asset  test 
that  they  should  lose  their  entire  monthly  benefit;  that  is  what  you 
were  saying? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Well,  it  is  actually  a  question  of  where  do  you 
draw  the  line— whether  at  5  cents  or  $50  over  the  limit  is  a  deter- 
mination that  has  to  be  made.  I  don't  know  what 

Chairman  Heinz.  Well,  there  is  another  way  of  looking  at  it,  if 
you  will  excuse  me  for  interposing.  The  other  way  of  looking  at  it 
is  that  maybe  there  is  a  more  equitable  remedy  that  solves  your 
problem  and  does  not  create  what  might  to  the  casual  observer 
seem  to  be  a  totally  unjustified  hardship  on  someone  for  several 
months. 

For  example,  maybe  what  we  ought  to  do  when  someone  has  $5 
more  than  they  should  in  their  bank  account  is  to  reduce  their  SSI 
benefit  by  $5;  if  they  have  $100  more  than  they  should,  reduce 
their  benefit  by  $100. 

That  seems  to  me  to  be  intuitively  fair.  Would  you  have  a  prob- 
lem with  that? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  On  the  face  of  it,  I  agree  with  you  that  it  would 
appear  to  be  fair.  I  must  say  to  you  as  the  administrator  of  the  pro- 
gram that  I  think  we  would  spend  quite  a  bit  of  money  trying  to 
make  those  adjustments  and  keep  those  adjustments  correct,  be- 
cause as  you  know,  part  of  the  problem  from  month  to  month  is 
making  sure  that  the  individual  gets  the  right  amount  of  money  at 
the  right  time.  The  alternative  would  not  be  simple  to  administer. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Now,  as  I  understand,  what  happens  now  is 
somehow  a  determination  is  made  that  instead  of  having  $1,500  in 
your  bank  account,  there  is  $1,507.  And  a  notice  is  mailed  to  the 
person  that  says,  "You've  got  $1,507.  That  is  $7  too  much,  and  until 
you  solve  the  problem,  you  are  off  the  rolls." 

Then,  another  piece  of  paper  is  generated  and  sent  to  the  com- 
puter down  in  Baltimore  that  says,  "Stop  paying  benefits."  Some- 
one punches  that  in,  and  the  computer  stops  sending  out  checks. 

The  alternative  is  for  the  person  who  punches  out  the  card  that 
goes  to  the  computer  in  Baltimore  to  punch  in,  "Reduce  the  check 
by  $7  until  we  tell  you  differently." 
Now,  why  is  that  more  difficult? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Well,  it  involves  the  use  of  the  computer  system, 
and  our  system  is  not  as  sophisticated  yet  as  we  hope  it  will  be  in 
the  future 
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Chairman  Heinz.  Do  you  anticipate  that  at  some  point,  you  will 
be  able  to  perform  the  function  I  just  described  without  the  diffi- 
culty? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Yes. 

Chairman  Heinz.  And  under  those  circumstances,  would  the 
remedy  I  have  just  described  seem  to  fit  the  problem  a  little  bit 
better? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  It  would  help,  but  we  would  also  have  to  deter- 
mine where  that  money  came  from  and  verify 

Chairman  Heinz.  But  you  do  that  now,  don't  you? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Well,  for  the  $5  it  is  a  notification  that  does  not 
cause  us  to  change  the  amount  of  the  benefit  by  subtraction  of  a 
small  amount  from  the  benefit  each  month.  A  benefit  that  is  regu- 
lar and  continuing  is  much  easier  to  control,  of  course. 

I. would  like  to  say  that  bank  account  assets  account  for  only 
about  one-fourth  of  overpayments,  so  although  it  is  an  issue  if  it  is 
even  one  person — I  suppose  what  I  am  trying  to  say  is  it  has  not 
been  one  of  the  major  concerns. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Evans? 

Senator  Evans.  It  is  interesting  to  listen  to  the  discussion  today, 
from  this  side  of  the  table.  I  must  make  a  comment  in  passing  that 
when  I  sat  on  the  other  side,  trying  to  operate  programs  at  the 
State  level  in  cooperation,  or  in  partnership  with  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment, we  were  plagued  by  change,  which  is  probably  the  most 
difficult  thing  to  implement.  The  difficulty  is  getting  involved  in  a 
program,  bringing  it  to  the  point  where  it  is  administered  and  un- 
derstood reasonably  well,  only  to  find  that  there  is  a  brand  new 
law,  a  brand  new  set  of  regulations  which,  almost  invariably,  are 
more  complex.  Then,  the  problem  continues  after  you  have  tracked 
them  down  and  find  they  have  arisen  from  a  complaint  filed  some- 
where which  generates  staff  work  to  compile  a  list  of  horribles, 
which  leads  to  a  hearing,  which  leads  to  a  new  law,  which  leads  to 
new  regulations,  which  leads  to  greater  errors.  However,  that  is 
not  necessarily  a  bad  process.  But  I  am  curious,  after  10  years, 
could  you  tell  me — I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  in  inches  or  pages — 
what  the  average  eligibility  worker  has  to  work  from  in  terms  of 
this  program? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  I  think  you  must  have  been  talking  to  Senator 
Heinz,  because  the  last  time  I  was  here,  he  asked  me  to  explain 
why  we  had  to  have  17  feet  of  manuals  for  our  people 

Chairman  Heinz.  Is  it  up  to  17  feet  now?  It  was  holding  steady  at 
about  12  or  14,  I  thought. 

Senator  Evans.  I  think  I  preceded  tier  growth  some.  There  was  a 
hearing  held  about  8  or  9  years  ago  when  Nelson  Rockefeller  was 
Vice  President.  He  brought  some  Cabinet  members  around  to  vari- 
ous cities  in  the  country,  asking  about  the  intergovernmental  rela- 
tionships that  then  existed,  listening  to  Governors,  mayors,  and 
county  officials.  We  decided  to  emphasize  to  him  the  very  problem 
of  the  complexity  of  regulation  and  how  it  affects  management.  Ev- 
erybody at  that  time — and  I  suspect  it  is  the  same  today  in  Con- 
gress— complains  about  error  rates  and  the  difficulties  of  manage- 
ment, but  I  do  not  think  they  understood  just  what  the  person  on 
the  firing  line  has  to  deal  with.  And  we  brought  along  the  books — 


17 

they  were  not  17  feet,  or  even  12  feet— but  they  were  about  that 
high  for  the  average,  plain,  front-Une  eUgibility  worker.  And  the 
message  we  gave  to  the  Vice  President  then  was  literally,  "Get  off 
our  backs."  It  seems  to  me  sometimes  that  we  are  so  careful  trymg 
to  catch  every  conceivable  little  thing  that  we  end  up  building  an 
impossible  set  of  circumstances  and  spend  more  money  trymg  to 
chase  down  the  small  errors  rather  than  putting  the  money  where 
we  really  want  it  to  go— in  the  recipient's  pocket. 

So  with  that  sermon,  I  would  be  interested  to  know  what  kmd  of 
regulations  do  we  have  to  deal  with  for  this  particular  program? 
Mrs.  McSteen.  Because  of  all  of  the  alternatives  and  the  verifica- 
tion requirements,  what  we  have  done  since  1978  is  to  specialize 
and  split  our  interviewers.  We  have  about  half  of  them  who  con- 
centrate on  and  are  responsible  for  SSI. 

Our  instructions  are  voluminous,  I  would  say— and  I  do  not  know 
whether  measuring  them  in  inches  is  important— but  because  we 
have  attempted  valiantly  to  improve  the  error  rate,  I  must  admit 
that  we  have  required  a  great  deal  of  documentation  on  the  part  of 
our  interviewers.  And  you  are  talking  about  a  segment  of  a  manual 
that  they  must  follow,  and  very  specifically. 

We  have  discussed  changing  the  adjudicative  climate  in  which  an 
interviewer  operates  to  give  the  adjudicator  greater  flexibility  in 
making  the  decision.  But  when  you  do  that,  and  you  are  talking 
about  interviewers  in  some  1,400  district  offices  across  the  country, 
then  you  begin  to  have  great  variations  in  the  applications  of  the 
law  and  the  regulations.  So  consistency  is  a  constant  administra- 
tive issue.  We  attempt  to  provide  instructions  that  are  guided  by 
the  legislation.  And  we  cetainly  stand  ready  to  simplify  administra- 
tion in  any  way  that  is  consistent  with  congressional  intent.  Cer- 
tainly, if  we  were  to  consider  ranges  of  money  as  opposed  to  precise 
dollars  and  cents,  the  program  would  be  easier  to  administer. 

Senator  Evans.  And  I  do  not  really  fault  those  who  are  trying  to 
carry  out  the  laws  and  have  to  write  the  regulations  to  flesh  out 
the  laws  we  pass.  We  tend  to  give  conflicting  signals,  and  I  think 
we  are  at  a  point  where  it  would  be  nice  if  we  could  somehow  make 
those  signals  more  stable  and  keep  them  for  some  longer  period  of 
time.  We  are  now  talking  about  trying  to  correct  problems  where 
people  are  eliminated  from  the  rolls  or  do  not  receive  benefits,  and 
I  will  be  willing  to  bet  that  it  will  not  be  very  long  before  the  ex- 
amples come  back  in  and  the  pressure  is  then  on  to  tighten  up  the 
program  again  and  to  spend  our  efforts  on  error  rates  and  on  re- 
covery. It  is  that  continual  shifting  and  hauling,  it  seems  to  me 
that  is  destructive  to  a  program,  and  I  would  be  interested  in 
searching  for  ways — you  mentioned  ranges  that  might  make  it  sim- 
pler to  administer— that  would  help  to  simplify  the  process.  It 
seems  to  me  that  this  would  be  beneficial  all  the  way  around.  We 
could  get  more  money  to  recipients  if  we  were  smart  enough  and 
were  willing  to  recognize  that  we  are  not  going  to  be  totally  error- 
free.  I  sometimes  like  to— maybe  it  is  an  oversimplification— but  to 
equate  what  we  try  to  do  in  governmental  programs  with  a  retail- 
er. A  retailer  always  has  problems  with  shoplifting,  and  with  loss 
of  merchandise.  It  is  possible  to  get  that  down  to  zero.  You  could 
put  metal  detectors  in  every  doorway,  you  could  put  merchandise 
behind  bars,  you  could  have  an  attendant  in  every  dressing  room. 
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There  are  a  whole  host  of  things  you  could  do  in  order  to  get  an 
error  rate  down  to  zero,  but  you  would  not  have  any  customers. 
And  I  think  we  ought  to  take  a  little  of  that  element  of  private  en- 
terprise into  what  we  do  in  Government,  recognizing  that  it  is  not 
only  simpler,  more  beneficial  for  the  recipient,  and  cheaper  in  the 
long  run  for  the  Government,  to  not  try  to  nail  every  last  dime,  but 
to  simplify  our  process. 

With  that,  I  do  not  know  if  there  are  other  ideas  that  you  or  the 
other  administrators  have  in  mind  that  would  help  in  this  siniplifi- 
cation,  making  a  process  where  you  had  a  little  more  flexibility  to 
operate,  and  I  suppose  in  return,  we  would  have  to  be  willing  to 
accept  the  recognition  that  we  are  not  always  going  to  be  error- 
free. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Yes;  I  think  if  we  had  an  opportunity  to  be  rnore 
flexible  and  do  a  demonstration  project  in  a  State  or  in  a  given 
area,  and  then  see  what  our  results  might  be,  cost-wise,  as  well  as 
generally  serving  the  clientele,  that  is  the  only  way  I  think  we 
would  ever  know.  So  we  certainly  could  do  that. 

We  really  have  not  done  as  much  as  we  could,  I  think,  in  the 
whole  area  of  disability  rehabilitation  for  SSI,  or  for  title  II,  and  it 
is  one  of  my  plans  and  objectives  to  pursue  that  vigorously.  The 
private  sector  does  need  to  be  involved  with  us  in  that  endeavor, 
and  I  do  not  think  we  have  gone  nearly  as  far  as  we  could  in  order 
to  do  that.  The  private  sector  has  not  been  that  much  involved.  We 
have  not  let  them  be  that  much  involved  in  contributions  outside 
the  income  and  resource  limits.  But  all  of  those  are  things  that 
could  be  done,  and  certainly  on  a  pilot  basis. 

Senator  Evans.  To  your  knowledge,  has  anyone  done  any  studies 
on  the  cost  of  managing  or  supervising  for  the  error  rates  and  the 
overpayments  and  underpayments,  as  opposed  to  the  amount  the 
Government  may  recover?  At  some  point,  we  get  down  to  diminish- 
ing returns,  where  it  costs  us  more  to  manage  than  we  have  any 
hope  of  recovering. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  I  do  not  know  that  we  have  any  sound  statistics 
on  that.  I  would  be  glad  to  submit  them  for  the  record. 

[Subsequent  to  the  hearing,  Mrs.  McSteen  submitted  the  follow- 
ing:] 

Cost-Efficiency  of  Overpayment  Collection  Procedures 

During  fiscal  year  1983,  SSA  spent  $0.18  for  every  $1  of  SSI  overpayments  collect- 
ed, compared  to  $0.16  cost  per  $1  of  all  debts  that  SSA  collects.  The  slightly  higher 
cost  of  collecting  SSI  overpayments  results  because  frequently  events  which  cause  a 
recipient  to  be  overpaid  also  terminate  the  recipient's  eligibility,  so  that  there  are 
no  countinuing  benefits  to  withhold.  Other  overpayments  more  frequently  can  be 
recovered  by  adjusting  future  benefits,  because  the  cause  of  the  overpayment  usual- 
ly does  not  end  eligibility  for  these  other  benefits.  Benefit  adjustment  to  recover  an 
overpayment  is  more  cost-effective  than  attempting  to  recover  the  overpayment  by 
refund  from  the  overpaid  individual. 

Senator  Evans.  If  there  is  anything,  it  would  be  interesting  to 
know  whether  anything  of  that  nature  has  been  done.  It  would  be 
helpful  in  trying  to  guide  us  in  what  makes  sense  and  what  does 
not  make  sense. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  In  being  driven  to  operate  a  cost-effective  pro- 
gram, we  do  look  at  those  error  rates  very  carefully,  and  we  do 
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work  very  hard  to  be  fair  to  the  taxpayer  in  that  connection,  and 
there  is  not  a  great  deal  of  leeway  in  that  respect. 

Senator  Evans.  I  might  say  that  just  before  coming  over  here,  I 
had  the  director  of  our  department  of  social  and  health  services  in 
the  State  of  Washington  come  in  to  see  me,  quite  upset,  because  of 
the  way  in  which  we  are  managing  the  problem  of  error  rates  and 
trying  to  bring  them  down,  pointing  out  that  another  State  brought 
an  error  rate  from  18  percent  down  to  12  percent  or  so  and  re- 
ceived not  only  no  sanctions  but  I  guess  commendation  for  doing  it. 
Ours  was  at  7  or  8  percent,  came  down  2  or  3  percent,  and  we  are 
under  sanctions.  Now,  that  simply  is  not  fair,  and  I  do  not  know 
how  it  operates  or  why  it  occurs  in  that  fashion,  but  that  is  an- 
other concern  and  one  that  I  intend  to  try  to  deal  with. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  We  have  taken  a  very  careful  look  at  our  redeter- 
mination process,  which  is  aimed  at  trying  to  produce  a  better  pro- 
gram, and  we  have  been  able  to  do  some  profiles  as  they  relate  to 
the  overpayments  and  the  redetermination  process.  We  have  elimi- 
nated a  number  of  the  kinds  of  cases  that  we  redetermine  because 
the  profiles  show  that  redetermination  is  not  cost-effective.  We 
definitely  would  have  that  kind  of  information. 

Senator  Evans.  Perhaps  this  would  be  better  for  you  to  submit 
for  the  record,  unless  you  have  a  handle  on  it  now.  What  percent- 
age of  overpayments  and  underpayments,  if  there  is  a  total  per- 
centage error  rate,  what  percentage  of  those  errors  fall  within  a  5 
percent — in  other  words,  the  very  small  errors.  You  can  talk  about 
an  error  rate  that  may  even  be  quite  large,  but  if  the  amount  of 
each  error  is  very  small,  it  may  not  be  so  much  of  a  problem. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  I  would  be  glad  to  submit  that  for  the  record. 

Senator  Evans.  And  finally,  also,  if  you  do  have  any  other  ideas 
you  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record  that  would  deal  with  this 
broad  field  of  simplification  and  more  straightforward  manage- 
ment, the  tools  that  would  be  helpful  to  you  in  order  to  handle  the 
program  in  the  most  efficient  and  cheapest  way  possible,  in  order 
to  maximize  the  amount  we  can  ultimately  get  out  to  the  recipients 
that  need  the  help.  That  would  be  very  helpful  to  us. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  We  would  like  to  have  that  opportunity. 

Senator  Evans.  Thank  you. 

[Subsequent  to  the  hearing,  Mrs.  McSteen  submitted  the  follow- 
ing:] 

Comparison  of  Incorrect  Payment  Amounts  and  Individual's  Federal  Benefit 

Rate 

In  about  26  percent  of  cases  with  payment  errors  (overpayment  or  underpayment), 
the  incorrect  amount  that  accumulates  until  the  error  is  found  is  about  8  percent  or 
less  of  the  Federal  benefit  rate  for  an  individual  (about  $25  or  less).  The  following 
table  shows  the  percent  of  error  cases  related  to  the  size  accumulated  of  payment 
errors  (overpayments  and  underpayments): 

Percentage  of  error  cases  ^ 

Incorrect  payment  amount 

$0.01  to  $4.99 0.7 

$5  to  $25 25.7 

$25.01  to  $50 15.7 

$50.01  to  $75 18.3 

$75.01  and  above 39.6 

'  Data  from  October  1982  to  September  1988  sample  review  period. 
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SSI  ADMINISTRATIVE  SIMPLIFICATION  INITIATIVES 

We  are  constantly  reviewing  the  SSI  program  with  a  view  toward  making  it  more 
efficient  and  effective.  As  part  of  that  review,  we  analyze  legislative  proposals  that 
might  simplify  administration  of  the  program.  We  also  look  for  ways  to  improve 
program  administration  without  new  legislation.  Some  of  the  activities  we  are  plan- 
ning are: 

A  statistically  valid  survey  of  the  SSI  population.— This  will  provide  additional 
data  about  the  charactieristics  of  the  population  and  the  potential  effects  of  regula- 
tory and  policy  changes  in  terms  of  cost/savings  and  effects  on  the  recipient.  We 
expect  that  the  survey  data  will  prove  useful  by  suggesting  possible  policy  simplifi- 
cations and  as  a  mechanism  for  evaluating  proposed  changes. 

Redetermination  changes.— Beginning  in  fiscal  year  1985,  we  will  use  a  profiling 
technique  that  better  identifies  high-risk  cases  for  redetermination.  The  new  profil- 
ing techniques  will  target  fewer  recipients  for  intensive  redetermination  interview- 
ing and  development  while  identifying  as  many  if  not  more  erroneous  payments  for 
correction  as  in  the  past.  We  continue  to  explore  ways  to  improve  the  targeting  of 
recipients  for  redetermination.  Improvements  in  this  area  not  only  reduce  the  re- 
source needed  to  admininster  the  program  but  also  reduce  the  reporting  burden  on 
the  SSI  population. 

Increased  interface  activity.— We  are  increasing  the  number  of  interfaces  with 
States  to  simplify  and  improve  eligibility  verification.  Our  efforts  include:  (1)  Imple- 
menting matches  with  State  records  of  bank  account,  wages,  unemployment  com- 
pensation, AFDC,  and  similar  data;  (2)  negotiating  with  States  for  such  matches; 
and  (3)  lending  assistance  to  States  that  are  pursuing  or  are  interested  in  pursuing 
legislation  within  the  States  to  permit  such  matches. 

Additionally,  we  are  developing  a  procedure  to  assure  an  accurate  evaluation  of 
the  cost-effectiveness  of  individual  matches  so  that  we  may  target  our  efforts  and 
resources  most  efficiently. 

Senator  Evans.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Thank  you,  Senator  Evans. 

As  you  are  aware,  we  moved  to  a  performance  system  of  reim- 
bursement for  vocational  rehabiUtation  in  1981,  and  the  result  is 
that  the  amount  of  money  that  has  been  spent  by  the  Federal  Gov- 
ernment has  dropped  significantly,  from  about  $124  million  to,  I 
guess,  in  1983,  about  $6  million.  One  of  the  objectives  of  SSI  is  to 
try  and  get  people  whenever  possible  back  into  the  work  force.  Is  it 
your  view  that  the  money  we  were  spending  before  was  largely 
being  wasted?  Were  we  wasting  $118  million  of  the  $124  million 
that  we  were  spending?  Or  to  the  contrary,  is  the  $6  million  we 
spend  today  not  enough  money  to  spend  on  rehabilitating  people 
vocationally?  And  if  the  latter  is  the  case,  what  do  you  recommend 
we  do? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Of  course  referral  for  vocational  rehabilitation  is 
required  for  SSI.  Initially,  as  you  know,  referral  for  vocational  re- 
habilitation was  to  take  place— and  reimbursement  for  the  voca- 
tional rehabilitation  services  occurred— regardless  of  whether  the 
services  actually  rehabilitated  a  person  and  got  him  back  into  the 
labor  market.  That  does  not  happen  very  often,  and  whether  that 
attests  to  the  fact  that  the  individuals  who  receive  SSI  disability 
are  truly  disabled  and  unable  to  work  is  also  an  issue. 

Many  of  the  SSI  disabled  who  attempt  to  work  work  in  sheltered 
workshops,  and  we  have  not  had  a  great  deal  of  success  in  rehabili- 
tating those  individuals.  I  do  not  think  money  is  an  issue.  I  think 
the  issue  is  finding  real  jobs  that  we  can  move  those  people  into. 
We  do  not  have  incentives  for  employers  to  take  on  a  disabled  indi- 
vidual, and  I  think  that  is  something  that  we  have  not  pursued  to 
quite  the  degree  that  we  could. 
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Chairman  Heinz.  I  think  that  is  a  well-taken  point.  There  is, 
however,  something  about  the  current  performance  system  that 
concerns  me.  I  do  not  know  what  the  right  answer  is,  but  the  con- 
cern is  this.  Certainly,  there  is  no  way  that  no  matter  how  selective 
a  State  is  in  choosing  people  who  are  likely  to  benefit  from  voca- 
tional rehabilitation,  I  am  going  to  repeat  that  for  the  benefit  of 
my  friend,  the  former  Governor,  and  Senator,  because  he  brings  a 
special  expertise. 

Dan,  I  was  saying  to  the  Commissioner  that,  regarding  the  per- 
formance-based rehabilitation  reimbursement  we  now  have,  that 
no  matter  how  good  the  Governor  is,  how  selective  the  State  is  in 
choosing  people  who  are  likely  to  benefit  from  vocational  rehabili- 
tation services,  they  are  certainly  not  going  to  be  successful  100 
percent  of  the  time,  and  I  suppose  if  they  were  successful  70  or  80 
percent  of  the  time,  it  would  be  a  miracle. 

All  that  we  pay  for  now  is  the  cost  of  successfully  rehabilitating 
that  70  or  50  or  60  percent— whatever  the  percentage  is— so  that 
the  State  has  to  bear  the  entire  cost  of  being  wrong.  As  a  result,  I 
suspect  that  States  say,  "Gee,  that  is  a  risk  we  do  not  want  to  be 
totally  on  the  hook  for.  Let's  just  not  rehabilitate  people."  Ergo, 
would  it  not  make  a  little  more  sense  to  say,  "We  recognize  there 
are  going  to  be  some  failures,  and  what  we  will  do  is  we  will  reim- 
burse you  at  more  than  100  percent— pick  a  number,  150  percent  of 
your  cost— recognizing  that  you  have  to  rehabilitate  iy2  people  to 
actually  succeed  in  rehabilitating  one."  It  would  still  be  a  perform- 
ance-based system,  but  it  would  be  less  discouraging  to  the  States 
to  provide  those  services. 

What  do  you  have  to  say  to  those  observations  and  that  sugges- 
tion? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Well,  I  would  suspect  that  the  States  would  wel- 
come any  increase  that  would  be  recognized 

Chairman  Heinz.  Oh,  I  have  no  doubt  about  that.  But  presum- 
ably, you  are  not  here  to  speak  on  behalf  of  the  States. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  That  is  right,  that  is  right.  Well,  we  do  not  have 
sufficient  incentives  to  get  either  the  person  into  vocational  reha- 
bilitation or  the  vocational  experts'  interest  in  rehabilitation 
across-the-board.  We  just  simply  do  not  have  those  incentives  in 
our  current  program. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Would  what  I  have  proposed  be  an  improved 
incentive,  the  150  percent  reimbursement  per  successful  person? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Any  monetary  increase  would  be  an  incentive, 
yes. 

Chairman  Heinz.  But  is  it  a  good  kind  of  incentive  as  opposed  to 
an  ineffective  incentive.  I  could  think  of  lots  of  things  that  would 
increase  the  amount  of  money  spent,  and  in  a  sense,  they  would  be 
an  incentive  to  do  more,  but  not  necessarily  succeed  more. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  But  I  think  we  would  have  to  test  it.  I  do  not 
know  what  the  results  would  be.  I  think  it  certainly  would  be 
worth  testing. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Did  we  test  the  performance-based  system  we 
moved  to  in  1981? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  As  far  as  results— we  may  have  some  figures  on 
that,  but  I  do  not  have  them  readily  available. 
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Chairman  Heinz.  Does  anybody  know?  I  see  all  kinds  of  talent 
behind  you  there. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  We  have  our  numbers  people  here. 

Chairman  Heinz.  But  do  we  know  whether 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Well,  there  are  other  tests,  but  we  do  not  have 
any  figures  for  you  today. 

Chairman  Heinz.  So  the  answer  is,  we  changed  the  system  last 
time  and  we  did  not  test  it,  either;  is  that  right?  Senator  Evans,  do 
you  have  any  questions? 

Senator  Evans.  Well,  I  might  just  give  a  little  insight  at  least 
from  several  years  ago.  I  do  not  know  how  States  operate  current- 
ly, but  I  can  guess  how  they  would  operate  in  a  system  like  this.  If 
the  payment  is  on  a  performance  basis,  naturally — and  there  is  a 
penalty  per  se  for  not  rehabilitating  a  large  percentage  of  those 
who  go  into  vocational  rehabilitation — it  seems  to  me  it  is  almost 
counter-productive,  because  the  natural  inclination  then  is  to 
accept  for  vocational  rehabilitation  those  who  are  at  the  top  end  of 
the  scale,  many  of  whom  probably,  even  on  their  own,  would  some- 
how make  it  back  into  effective  participation  in  the  workplace. 

It  might  be  in  the  long  run  a  whole  lot  more  beneficial,  both  for 
the  individual  and  for  the  State  and  the  Nation,  to  take  on  some  of 
the  toughest  cases;  the  success  rate  might  be  lower,  but  the 
chances  of  any  of  those  people  getting  into  the  work  force  on  any 
continuing  basis  without  extensive  help  is  practically  zero. 

So  in  the  long  run,  you  might  do  a  lot  better  rehabilitating  one 
person  who  never  has  a  chance,  rather  than  10  people  all  of  whom 
are  likely  to  make  it  on  their  own,  or  a  high  percentage  are  likely 
to  make  it  on  their  own.  And  I  think  sometimes,  we  get  so  caught 
up  in  how  to  measure  and  how  to  pay,  seeking  this  performance, 
that  what  you  end  up  doing  is  forcing  the  managers  of  a  program 
to  manage  to  the  test,  which  gets  us  into  a  whole  other  arena  of 
the  value  of  some  of  our  testing  programs  in  our  schools. 

And  I  do  not  know  if  you  have  any  comments  on  that  particu- 
lar— the  whole  question  of  performance  standards  versus  just  pick- 
ing some  average  or,  from  experience,  understanding  what  the  gen- 
eral likelihood  is  of  success,  basing  the  program  on  a  fixed  reim- 
bursement, and  then  just  depending  that  those  running  vocational 
rehabilitation  programs  would  like  to  be  successful.  I  can't  imagine 
anybody  running  a  vocational  rehabilitation  program  in  any  State 
who  would  not  like  the  opportunity  to  succeed  to  the  maximum 
degree  possible  with  those  cases  which  are  the  most  important  ones 
to  try  to  help.  In  other  words,  is  a  performance  standard  even  a 
good  idea? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Well,  it  certainly  is  the  one  we  have  been  living 
with. 

Senator  Evans.  Well,  I  know  it  is,  but 

Mrs.  McSteen.  And  as  far  as  we  know  it  has  not  produced  the 
results  that  we  had  hoped  that  it  would,  so  there  must  be  some- 
thing wrong  somewhere. 

Chairman  Heinz.  But  you  have  no  idea  what  is  wrong. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  I  beg  your  pardon? 

Chairman  Heinz.  I  said  you  have  no  idea  what  is  wrong  and  how 
it  should  be  changed? 
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Mrs.  McSteen.  Well,  there  are  indications  that,  even  though  the 
persons  are  rehabilitated,  they  have  not  been  willing  to  go  back 
into  the  labor  market,  or  have  not  been  able  to  get  back  into  the 
labor  market  because  the  employer  would  not  take  them.  We  have 
had  instances  of  people  ready  to  go  back  to  work,  and  jobs  have 
been  offered,  and  the  individual  said,  "But  I  might  lose  my  medic- 
aid," or  on  the  title  II  side,  their  medicare,  and  they  choose  not  to 
go  back  to  work  even  after  they  have  been  rehabilitated. 

So  it  is  a  broad  issue,  and  not  just  an  issue  that  stops  with  VR. 
And  again,  I  was  going  back  to  asking  that  perhaps  we  might  have 
more  opportunities  for  demonstration  projects  with  the  private 
sector  and  involve  the  private  vocational  rehabilitation  agencies  as 
well  as  the  States. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Is  there  any  barrier  to  your  doing  that  now? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Well,  money  would  be  a  chief  barrier,  in  that  we 
would  be  limited  in  how  much  we  could  do.  We  could  propose  to 
some  employers  a  plan,  and  then  try  to  cost  it  out  and  see  what  we 
could  save  in  the  long  run.  But  if  we  did  it  on  a  large  scale,  I  think 
it  would  need  to  be  authorized  through  a  demonstration. 

Chairman  Heinz.  If  you  do  it  on  a  large  scale.  But  you  are  saying 
what  you  would  like  to  conduct  some  demonstration  projects  and 
do  some  testing.  I  asked  you  if  there  was  a  barrier  to  doing  that. 
You  said  there  is  a  barrier  to  doing  it  on  a  large  scale,  and  some- 
how, I  am  a  little  concerned  about  where  I  went  wrong  in  asking 
my  question,  because  I  did  not  get  an  answer  to  it. 

Can  you  accomplish  what  you  say  you  want  to  do  through  dem- 
onstration projects  without  authorization  by  the  Congress,  or  with- 
out seeking  more  money — yes  or  no? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  No,  we  cannot. 

Chairman  Heinz.  You  cannot.  Well,  then,  will  you  tell  us  what 
kind  of  authority  you  want?  Have  you  asked  for  authority  to  do 
this? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  The  demonstration  projects,  yes. 

Chairman  Heinz.  And  that  is  in  some  proposal  that  is  before  the 

Congress?  ,  ,  ti7 

Mrs.  McSteen.  I  am  not  sure  it  is  m  an  actual  proposal  now.  We 
have  had  that  authority,  as  you  know,  and  it  expires  next  year. 

Chairman  Heinz.  So  you  have  the  authority 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Currently. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Currently,  but  you  are  not  using  it. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Not  effectively. 

Chairman  Heinz.  And  is  there  a  reason  you  are  not  using  it  ef- 
fectively? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Well,  we  simply  have  not  been  able  to  get  all  the 
parties  involved,  like  States  and  employers,  to  participate,  and  we 
have  not  had  success  in  working  with  the  insuring  and  VR  organi- 
zations. We  have 

Chairman  Heinz.  I  understand.  But  is  there  anything  you  need 
from  Congress— there  are  some  things  one  would  like  to  do  that,  no 
matter  how  much  one  wants  to  do  them,  are  impossible.  That  is 
life,  or,  as  President  Carter  used  to  say,  life  is  unfair.  But  is  there 
anything  you  need  from  Congress  other  than  the  continuation  of 
existing  authority,  which  I  would  imagine  you  will  get  even  if  you 
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do  not  ask  for  it.  Are  we  part  of  the  problem?  That  is  what  we  need 
to  know. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  OK.  If  we  had  the  extension  of  the  authority  for 
demonstration  projects  that  should  suffice. 

Chairman  Heinz.  All  right.  We  will  make  sure  that  that  does  not 
fall  through  the  cracks. 

Dan,  any  other  questions? 

Senator  Evans.  Well,  one,  just  to  clear  up  what  may  be  a  misun- 
derstanding on  my  part.  What  is  the  current  policy  when  there  has 
been  an  overpayment.  Is  it  to  withhold  100  percent  of  the  benefits 
until  the  overpayment  is  recovered?  Is  that  current  policy? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  No;  it  is  not.  Our  policy  has  been  that  we  attempt 
to  recover  the  overpayment  as  soon  as  possible,  but  every  individ- 
ual has  the  right  to  negotiate  the  overpayment  plan  and  we  at- 
tempt to  discuss  it  with  the  individual.  About  three-fourths  of  the 
individuals  ask  for  and  receive  a  plan  for  repaying  the  overpay- 
ment before  we  withhold  any  benefits,  and  others  negotiate  differ- 
ent repayment  rates  later.  The  rate  of  repayment  may  vary,  de- 
pending on  what  that  person's  income  is  and  what  the  benefit  is. 
We  do  not  have  a  percentage  limit  one  way  or  the  other. 

Senator  Evans.  Could  you  give  us  any  feel  for  how  frequently 
you  run  into  problems  with  recovery  of  overpayments  that  are 
equivalent  to  over  50  percent  of  a  recipient's  monthly  check? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Well,  any  time  that  an  individual  is  living  only 
on  SSI  basic  income,  then  any  deduction  could  cause  a  hardship  to 
the  person,  and  we  would  attempt  to  recover  the  overpayment  at  a 
rate  that  would  cause  the  least  hardship.  We  have  asked  our  adju- 
dicators to  attempt  to  be  reasonable  in  their  approach  to  asking  for 
repayment  of  overpayments,  but  with  interviewers  in  1,400  offices, 
I  fear  that  sometimes  they  are  not  always  as  fair  as  they  might  be. 
But  that  is  our  policy  and  what  we  endeavor  to  do,  to  make  the 
recovery  rate  reasonable  and  agreeable  with  the  party  that  is  over- 
paid. 

Senator  Evans.  Well,  if  there  is  a  problem  with  only  1,400  and 
the  fact  that  some  of  them  are  not  as  reasonable  as  you  might 
want,  do  you  have  the  authority  to  change  the  policy  to  say  to 
those  interviewers,  "You  will  not  recover  any  more  than  20  per- 
cent," or  10  percent,  some  percentage  lower  than  100,  as  a  maxi- 
mum, so  that  they  are  constrained  more  if  some  of  them  get  over- 
zealous? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Yes;  we  do  not  use  the  100-percent  overpayment 
unless  the  recipient  agrees  to  that.  That  is  our  very  clearly  stated 
policy,  that  we  would  not  tell  a  recipient,  "You  have  to  pay  100 
percent,"  unless  they  agreed  to  it. 

Senator  Evans.  But  isn't  that  where  you  start  from;  when  the 
interviewer  and  the  recipient  get  together,  isn't  that  the  first  re- 
quest made  of  the  recipient,  that,  "You  have  to  pay  this  back,  and 
you  have  to  pay  it  now"? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Well,  the  obligation  to  the  Federal  Government 
exists. 

Senator  Evans.  I  understand. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  I  would  suspect  that  many  interviewers  begin 
with  the  question,  "Can  you  pay  it  back  from  your  benefit  at  a  rate 
of  100  percent  of  your  benefit  per  month?"  But  the  discussion  goes 
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on  from  there  to  the  negotiating  process.  And  I  would  hope  that  it 
would  not  be  intimidating. 

Senator  Evans.  Well,  I  do  not  know  to  what  degree  that  is  a 
problem,  except  that  I  suspect  many  elderly  and  not  very  knowl- 
edgeable recipients,  faced  with  someone  who  is  an  interviewer  like 
that,  the  negotiation  and  the  feeling  is  probably  very  much  like  our 
feeling  when  the  IRS  calls  and  says  "Come  in  for  an  interview."  It 
is  not  an  even  contest,  and  there  is  a  lot  of  fright,  a  lot  of  concern, 
and  a  lot  of  fear.  That  is  why  I  was  curious  as  to  what  degree  is 
this  a  problem;  in  other  words,  how  many  times,  how  often,  do  we 
have  an  overpayment  of  a  magnitude  that  would  cause  some  real 
problems.  How  often,  for  instance,  would  we  have  an  overpayment 
that  would  be  the  equivalent  of  at  least  50  percent  or  more  of  a 
monthly  check  to  a  recipient? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  I  do  not  know  that  I  can  give  you  the  number  of 
times  that  we  do.  Typically,  the  amount  withheld  monthly  to  recov- 
er an  overpayment  is  25  percent.  The  interviewer  winds  up  saying, 
"Would  you  repay"— or  the  beneficiary  will  agree  to  repay— "the 
equivalent  of  25  percent  of  your  benefit  each  month." 

Senator  Evans.  I  am  more  interested  in— and  perhaps  you  can 
submit  this  later— finding  out  how  frequently  this  happens,  to  get 
some  sense  of  how  big  a  problem  it  is. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Well,  we  are  doing  a  study  on  our  overpayment 
process  to  find  out  from  office  to  office  how  they  approach  it,  and 
to  take  a  look  at  the  waiver  process  and  the  entire  process.  We  are 
looking  at  the  letters  that  go  out  to  inform  an  individual  that  over- 
payment has  occurred,  and  we  are  trying  to  make  certain  that  we 
give  the  recipient  full  information  and  every  opportunity  to  reach 
an  acceptable  repayment  plan. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Madam  Commissioner,  maybe  you  could  do 
this  for  both  Senator  Evans'  and  the  committee's  use— what  is  the 
last  year  for  which  you  have  full  information,  1982? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Yes. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Could  you  simply  supply  us  with  the  number  of 
instances  of  overpayments,  and  then  the  breakdown  as  to  how  they 
have  been  disposed  of.  We  would  like  to  know  the  number  of  people 
who  have  agreed  to  100  percent  withholding,  including  the  number 
of  people  you  did  not  hear  from  and  whom,  by  virtue  of  not  haying 
objected,  are  considered  to  have  agreed  to  100  percent  withholding. 
Also,  we  want  to  know  people  who  negotiated  a  different  repay- 
ment schedule,  and,  on  average,  how  much  they  agreed  to  pay.  We 
need  some  numbers. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  We  would  be  glad  to  give  you  what  we  have. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Good. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  We  are  just  going  into  an  automatic 

Chairman  Heinz.  Fine.  We  have  a  time  problem  here. 

Senator  Evans,  do  you  have  any  other  questions? 

Senator  Evans.  No,  except  to  just  add  to  that  information  not 
only  what  Senator  Heinz  has  asked  for,  but  some  ranking  of  the 
amounts  of  overpayment  in  categories.  Some  of  them,  you  discover 
an  overpayment  and  it  is  de  minimus,  or  very  small,  and  some 
range  of  those,  especially  as  it  relates  to  the  average  monthly  bene- 
fit, so  that  we  can  get  some  sense  of  the  size  and  the  magnitude  of 
these  problems. 
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[Subsequent  to  the  hearing,  Mrs.  McSteen  submitted  the  follow- 
ing:! 

Incidence  of  IOO-Percent  Withholding  to  Recover  Overpayments 

During  fiscal  year  1983,  751,715  SSI  recipients  were  overpaid  a  total  (Federal  and 
State)  of  $456.9  million.  Specific  data  on  how  these  overpayments  were  resolved  are 
not  available.  However,  data  are  available  from  a  special  SSI  study  of  100-percent 
withholding.  The  study  showed  that  about  25  percent  of  sample  cases  involved  100- 
percent  withholding  of  at  least  one  check.  The  average  benefit  withheld  in  these 
cases  equalled  $96.  Our  field  offices  report  that,  following  the  withholding  of  one 
check,  the  overpaid  recipient  usually  contacts  us  and  negotiates  a  lower  rate  of 
withholding.  We  estimate  that  overpayments  actually  are  recovered  by  100-percent 
withholding  in  10  percent  or  less  of  the  cases  in  which  full  withholding  has  been 
proposed.  The  study  results  indicate  that  when  100-percent  withholding  occurs,  the 
overpaid  individual  usually  has  other  sources  of  income. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Just  to  clarify  one  thing,  you  said  that  75  per- 
cent of  the  people  come  in  and  work  out  a  recovery  schedule  in 
which  less  than  the  entire  check  is  withheld. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Yes;  three-fourths  is  what  I  said,  I  think. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Now,  I  have  an  example  of  an  overpayment 
action  notice  from  September  of  1983  here,  and  just  so  I  under- 
stand the  procedure,  it  says  here,  "You  owe  us  money.  If,  within  30 
days,  you  do  not  refund  the  full  amount,  or  if  we  do  not  hear  from 
you,  we  will  withhold  your  monthly  payment  beginning  next 
month,"  in  order  "to  recover  your  overpayment." 
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Supplemental  Security  Income 
Notice  of  Overpayment  Action 

From:    Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 

Social  Security  Administration 

Date:       9/22/83 
^^^^^^^^9^^^?  Social  Security  Number: 

Rula,  Pa.  19132 


We  have  determined  that  you  received  $      513. 60         more  in  supplemental  security  income 
payments  than  you  were  due. 

You  are  overpaid  because  you  had  excess  resources  beginning  1/1/8O.     You  vrere  not 
due  the  SSI  checks  received  I/8O-3/8O. 


Please  refund  the  overpayment  of  $  513.60         immediately.  Make  your  check  or  money 
order  payable  to  the  Social  Security  Administration,  social  security  number 
191-22-'2683  ,  and  mail  it  in  the  enclosed  envelope. 

If  within  30  days  you  do  not  refund  the  full  amount  or  if  we  do  not  hear  from  vou,  we  w ill 
withhold  your  monthly  payment  beginning     11/33  to  recover  your  o>  erpay ment. 

(Please  get  in  touch  with  this  office  if  you  disagree  with  the  proposed  rate  of  repayment.) 

Please  read  the  other  side  of  this  notice  for  important  information  concerning  your  right  to 
appeal  this  determination  of  overpayment. 

You  have  certain  additional  rights  with  respect  to  overpayments  whether  or  not  you  agree  that 
you  have  been  overpaid.  Under  the  law,  an  overpayment  must  be  withheld  from  payments  due 
you,  or  paid  back  unless  both  of  ihe  following  are  true. 

1  You  were  not  at  fault  in  any  way  in  connection  with  the  overpayment  and  you  cashed  the 
check  (s)  because  you  thought  it  was  (they  were)  due,  and 

2  You  could  not  meet  your  current  rtecessary  living  expenses  if  you  had  to  pay  the  money 
back,  or  repayment  would  be  unfair  for  some  other  reason.  (To  make  this  decision,  we 
may  need  additional  information  about  your  resources  and  your  monthly  income  and 
expenses.) 

If  you  think  you  meet  both  of  the  conditions  which  would  allow  us  to  waive  repayment  of  the 
overpayment,  phone,  write  or  visit  a  social  securitv  office  within  30  days  after  getting  this  notice 
to  explain  why  you  should  not  have  to  repay  the  o%  erpayment.  If  you  do  not  get  in  touch  witn  us. 
we  will  recover  the  overpayment  as  described  above. 

Enclosure 
Envelope 
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Chairman  Heinz.  Now,  if  somebody  reads  through  the  form,  they 
are  informed  among  other  things  that,  "Under  the  law,  an  over- 
payment must  be  withheld  from  payments  due  you,  or  paid  back, 
unless  both  of  the  following  are  true."  Item  No.  1:  "You  were  not 
at  fault  in  any  way  in  connection  with  the  overpayment."  I  do  not 
know  that  I  could  ever  pass  this  test.  And  let  me  tell  you,  if  the 
Internal  Revenue  Service  said  to  me,  when  I  sent  in  my  Form  1040, 
that  "By  the  way,  we  want  you  to  sign  on  the  tax  form  that  you 
are  not  at  fault  in  any  way,"  I  think  I  would  probably  have  a  heart 
attack.  ,, 

Senator  Evans.  You  would  probably  say,  "I  am  not  a  crook.' 
[Laughter.] 

Chairman  Heinz.  So  am  I  right,  that  if  people  do  not  do  any- 
thing, having  been  intimidated  and  scared  to  death  as  I  would  be- 
that  this  inactivity  is  considered  agreement?  Is  silence  consent? 

Mrs.  McSteen.  Well 

Chairman  Heinz.  I  just  want  a  yes  or  no  answer.  It  is  a  question 
that  is  amenable  to  a  yes  or  no  answer. 

Mrs.  McSteen.  If  there  is  no  response  at  all,  then  we  would 
assume  that  it  was  consent. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Madame  Commissioner,  I  have  got  to  tell  you 
one  thing.  A  moment  ago,  you  said  to  Senator  Evans,  "We  do  not 
withhold    all    of   payment    from    somebody    unless    the    recipient 
agrees." 
Mrs.  McSteen.  Right. 

Chairman  Heinz.  And  your  definition  now  of  agreement  is  "We 
never  hear  from  them." 

Now,  I  am  going  to  be  very  honest  with  you,  and  I  speak  only  for 
myself.  I  have  listened  to  your  answers  today,  and  I  have  found 
your  answers  wordy;  I  have  heard  you  answering  other  questions, 
and  if  you  will  excuse  me,  I  have  heard  you  dissembling.  This  is 
the  second  time  you  have  been  before  this  committee  as  Acting 
Commissioner,  and  in  my  judgment,  this  is  not  good  enough  if  you 
want  to  be  Commissioner  of  the  Social  Security  Administration. 

I  do  not  want  to  be  a  Member  of  the  Senate  and  hear  people  take 
up  our  time  answering  questions  that  were  not  asked,  and  when 
they  are  asked,  do  not  give  a  yes  or  no  answer,  and  when  pinned 
down,  contradict  themselves. 
I  have  no  further  comments. 

Next,  we  have  a  panel  of  witnesses.  Aleen  Cook,  accompanied  by 
Jackie  Berry-Day;  Dale  Roha,  accompanied  by  Terry  Morris,  and 
Lee  Hoffman,  Jr. 

Our  first  witness  is  Aleen  Cook  accompanied  by  Jackie  Berry- 
Day. 

STATEMENT  OF  ALEEN  C.  COOK.  JOELTON.  TN,  ACCOMPANIED 
BY  JACKIE  A.  BEERY-DAY.  PARALEGAL,  LEGAL  SERVICES  OF 
MIDDLE  TENNESSEE.  INC.,  NASHVILLE.  TN 

Mrs.  Cook.  Senator,  I  could  take  all  day  telling  you  a  whole  lot  of 
things,  but  I  have  the  main  things  here,  written  down,  because  I 
am  kind  of  nervous,  so  I  am  going  to  just  read  it  to  you. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Please. 
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Mrs.  Cook.  I  am  Aleen  C.  Cook,  and  I  live  in  Joelton,  TN,  a  small 
town  25  miles  from  Nashville.  I  am  glad  to  be  here  in  Washington, 
DC,  to  explain  how  changing  the  SSI  regulations  will  help  those  of 
us  who  must  survive  on  a  limited  fixed  income. 

I  will  be  61  years  old  on  July  11.  I  graduated  from  the  seventh 
grade.  I  have  been  disabled  since  1974  because  of  degenerative  ar- 
thritis of  my  spine,  hands,  and  neck.  I  have  a  hiatal  hernia  which 
has  torn  so  close  to  my  heart  it  cannot  be  operated  on  safely.  I 
have  become  very  nervous  over  the  past  years  because  of  the  pain 
and  worry. 

I  have  received  SSI  since  1974.  Medicaid  has  paid  for  my  medica- 
tions, which  would  have  cost  me  $148  a  month.  My  husband  died  in 
October  1983.  I  had  not  seen  him  for  19  years.  The  Social  Security 
Administration  told  me  that  I  had  to  apply  for  widow's  benefits,  or 
I  would  lose  my  SSI. 

After  I  applied,  I  was  denied  disabled  widow's  benefits  even 
though  I  have  been  disabled  enough  to  receive  SSI  all  these  years.  I 
was  given  widow's  benefits  without  any  medical  insurance.  I  have 
had  to  stop  going  to  my  regular  doctors  that  I  have  seen  since  1974 
because  I  cannot  afford  to  pay  the  bills  by  myself.  I  now  have  to  go 
to  the  county  hospital  for  treatment.  I  cannot  see  the  same  doctor 
each  visit  because  the  hospital  uses  interns  and  they  rotate  sched- 
ules. 

I  live  25  miles  from  the  hospital.  I  cannot  drive  myself.  There  are 
no  buses  that  go  to  Nashville  from  my  house.  If  there  were  public 
transportation,  I  think  I  would  not  be  able  to  stand  the  ride,  be- 
cause it  would  be  too  painful  for  me.  I  have  to  pay  gas  money  to 
anyone  I  can  get  to  drive  me  to  the  doctor  or  the  hospital. 

Now  that  the  distance  to  the  doctor  has  increased,  I  am  paying 
more  money  for  the  travel  to  and  from  the  doctor.  Since  receiving 
widow's  benefits,  my  income  has  increased  $4  a  month  above  the 
SSI  benefit.  At  the  same  time,  I  am  paying  out  more  money  for 
medical  expenses. 

At  times,  I  have  to  eat  only  crackers  and  drink  coffee  to  keep 
from  being  hungry,  because  I  cannot  afford  to  buy  groceries  to  fix 
regular  meals.  I  am  now  getting  my  medications  paid  for  by  the 
county  hospital.  However,  the  rules  at  the  hospital  do  not  allow 
them  to  cover  two  of  my  regular  medications.  I  have  to  go  without 
one,  and  the  other  is  a  substitute,  and  it  does  not  work  as  well— of 
course,  that  is  my  nerve  medicine,  and  that  is  some  real  good  medi- 
cine I  really  need.  My  orthopedist  and  my  stomach  doctor  have  told 
me  that  I  need  surgery.  I  worry  about  being  able  to  have  the  sur- 
gery with  no  medical  insurance.  I  also  have  a  weak  knee,  and  I  do 
not  have  a  kneecap,  because  I  was  in  a  car  accident  28  years  ago, 
and  I  worry  about  further  injuring  myself  by  falling,  which  I  have 
fallen  lately. 

It  is  extremely  difficult  to  maintain  myself  on  the  amount  of 
money  that  SSI  provides.  I  always  had  a  difficult  time  before  my 
benefits  were  changed  to  widow's  benefits.  I  would  much  rather  be 
able  to  work  and  earn  a  living  than  try  to  survive  day  by  day  on 
such  a  small  amount  of  money.  If  I  were  physically  able,  I  would  be 
out  there  working  every  day  to  make  a  better  life  for  myself.  If  I 
had  my  choice,  I  would  most  definitely  choose  to  have  medical  in- 
surance rather  than  $4  more  in  benefits. 
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Thank  you  for  asking  me  to  come  and  speak  with  you.  I  hope  it 
will  help  other  people  in  the  same  situation. 

[See  appendix,  item  2,  for  material  relating  to  Mrs.  Cook.] 

Chairman  Heinz.  Mrs.  Cook,  thank  you. 

First,  let  me  say  that  even  though  you  are  here  as  a  panel,  I  en- 
courage the  committee  to  talk  with  each  of  you  individually  so  that 
we  can  make  a  record  of  each  of  your  cases.  I  understand  that  you 
flew  down  here  from  Nashville,  and  that  was  your  first  time  in  an 
airplane;  is  that  correct? 

Mrs.  Cook.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Well,  congratulations.  We  hope  you  are  as  suc- 
cessful on  the  return  as  you  were  on  your  arrival. 

Mrs.  Cook.  I  do,  too;  I  do,  too.  I  vowed  I  would  never  get  on  an 
airplane  my  whole  life,  I  was  so  scared.  But  so  far,  I  have  done  real 
well. 

Chairman  Heinz.  It  could  not  have  been  easy  to  get  on  a  plane 
for  the  first  time  at  age  60.  Why  were  you  willing  to  do  that  after 
having  avoided  it  for  60  years? 

Mrs.  Cook.  I  told  Miss  Jackie,  just  anything  that  we  could  do  to 
try  to  do  something — I  just  did  not  see  how  in  the  world  I  was 
going  to  go  on  like  I  was,  and  if  there  is  anything  that  you  all  could 
do  for  me  to  help  me,  I  would  really  deeply  appreciate  it  so  much. 

Chairman  Heinz.  When  you  were  receiving  disability  benefits 
when  your  husband  died,  did  you  know  that  you  would  have  to  go 
off  of  supplemental  security  income  and  lose  your  medicaid? 

Mrs.  Cook.  No,  sir,  I  did  not.  They  told  me  on  the  phone  to  just 
come  down  and  talk  to  them  about  it,  that  I  could  just  make  my 
own  mind  up,  and  I  was  just  shocked  to  death  when  they  told  me  it 
was  either  do  that  or  lose  my  SSI  check. 

Chairman  Heinz.  So  you  lost  your  health  insurance,  in  effect, 
your  medicaid. 

Mrs.  Cook.  Yes,  sir. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Now,  you  went  on  Social  Security  benefits,  and 
they  no  longer  considered  you  disabled,  even  though  your  condition 
had  not  changed. 

Mrs.  Cook.  That  is  right. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Well,  let  me  ask  Mrs.  Beery-Day,  how  was  it 
established  that  her  condition  had  not  changed  or  changed  for  the 
better? 

Mrs.  Beery-Day.  They  have  not  documented  that  it  was  estab- 
lished that  her  condition  did  not  change.  One  of  the  problems  is 
that  the  regulations  as  they  apply  to  SSI  and  SSA  for  people  who 
are  disabled  state  that  you  have  to  have  a  medically  determined 
disability  that  meets  the  listing  of  impairments  or  equals  them. 

Now,  the  program  that  governs  the  disabled  widow's  benefits,  the 
law  states  that  you  have  to  meet  a  listed  impairment  or  have  an 
equivalent,  and  that  difference  in  the  language  makes  it  much 
more  difficult  for  a  person  in  Mrs.  Cook's  situation  to  get  the  bene- 
fits. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Let's  just  examine  what  happened  to  Mrs. 
Cook.  As  I  understand  it,  you  had  been  receiving  medical  treat- 
ment from  your  doctor  or  doctors  for  a  number  of  years.  When  you 
lost  your  medicaid,  what  happened?  Were  you  able  to  go  to  those 
same  doctors  or  not? 
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Mrs.  Cook.  No,  sir,  I  cannot  go  to  my  doctors  now,  because  I 
cannot  pay  them,  and  medicaid  was  paying  my  doctors  and  also 
buying  my  medicine,  too.  And  now,  I  live  so  far,  and  if  an  emergen- 
cy arises,  like  if  I  fall— like  I  fell  before  my  medicaid  ran  out  and 
they  cut  me  off— well,  I  am  just  helpless.  If  you  go  to  General  Hos- 
pital, you  have  got  to  stay  just  all  day  long  out  there,  and  then  you 
might  not  get  help  to  amount  to  anything,  even  after  you  see  one 
of  the  interns.  And  they  do  not  know  my  case. 

Chairman  Heinz.  And  how  do  you  pay  for  the  medical  care  you 


receive 


Mrs.  Cook.  Well,  I  have  got  a  substitute— they  finally  gave  me 
the  two  medicines— one  of  them,  I  have  to  buy  it,  and  the  other  is  a 
substitute,  and  it  just  does  not  work  on  that  medicine.  But  there 
are  a  lot  of  medicines,  too,  I  have  to  go  with  it,  to  buy  over-the- 
counter,  to  go  with  it,  you  see.  It  just  really  makes  it  hard.  It  is 
awfully  hard.  I  just  do  not  know  how  in  the  world  I  am  going  to 
make  it,  and  how  I  could  sit  out  there  all  day  long  at  that  hospital, 
every  time  I  need  to  see  the  doctors,  you  see,  and  I  have  to  see 
them  regularly. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Well,  clearly,  through  no  fault  of  your  own, 
you  have  gotten  between  a  rock  and  a  hard  place. 

Let  me  ask  Senator  Evans  if  he  has  any  questions. 

Senator  Evans.  I  do  not  have  any  questions,  per  se,  but  I  do 
think  for  the  committee's  benefit,  it  would  be  useful  to  take  this 
particular  case  and  ask  the  administrators  to  very  specifically  re- 
spond in  terms  of  the  law  or  regulation  applying  to  the  set  of  cir- 
cumstances that  you  were  in  and  are  now  in,  and  what  the  se- 
quence of  events  was  and  how  you  got  from  where  you  were  to 
where  you  are  now.  I  think  that  is  the  kind  of  thing  that  would  be 
helpful  to  us.  And  I  am  not  at  all  sure— it  is  easy  for  us  to  go  after 
the  administrators,  but  I  suspect  in  some  cases,  we  may  have  to 
look  closer  to  home;  that  we  find  what  appears  to  be  a  problem,  we 
correct  the  problem,  we  do  not  look  carefully  enough  at  all  of  the 
underlying  current  laws,  and  what  we  do  is  stack  one  law  on  top  of 
another  and  add  to  the  complexity,  to  the  point  where  no  adminis- 
trator, no  matter  how  good,  could  ever  hope  to  keep  up  with  the 
complexities  that  we  lay  on  them,  and  I  think  that  this  is  a  par- 
ticularly good  time  for  these  oversight  hearings,  and  after  10  years 
of  SSI,  to  not  only  look  at  how  we  can  resimplify  the  program,  as  I 
said  earlier  with  the  Commissioner,  try  to  give  more  flexibility  and 
not  be  so  confounded  worried  about  whether  we  are  going  to  be  1 
percent  over  or  under  in  terms  of  errors,  but  try  to  work  to  the 
point  where  we  adequately  take  care  of  100  percent  of  those  who 
need  help.  And  I  think  that  sometimes,  in  our  efforts  to  save 
money,  we  end  up  not  saving  a  whole  lot,  adding  to  the  complexity 
for  the  administrators,  and  ending  up  with  cases  like  this,  where 
we  have  clearly  got  a  hole,  either  in  regulations  or  in  law,  that 
allows  something  like  this  to  happen. 

So  I  think  it  would  be  very  helpful  if  we  could  find  out  whether 
it  was  interpretation  or  regulation  or  law  that  got  us  to  the  point. 

Chairman  Heinz.  In  this  case,  it  is  law. 

Senator  Evans.  Well,  I  suspect  that  it  is.  But  the  only  trouble  is, 
if  we  are  going  to  correct  the  law,  too  often,  we  correct  the  law  by 
a  little  corrective  measure,  and  we  correct  one  thing  and  make  it 
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more  complex  so  that  we  end  up  pushing  a  problem  off  somewhere 
else. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Well,  Senator  Evans,  I  like  your  suggestion.  I 
am  sure  we  can  get  this  information. 

Senator  Evans.  Yes;  well,  I  am  sure  we  can — and  it  would  be 
useful  just  to  have  a  listing  or  even  a  chart  of:  here  is  the  circum- 
stance, here  is  the  law  that  applies,  and  here  is  the  regulation  that 
comes  out  of  the  law,  and  here  is  why  this  case  got  where  it  is. 

Chairman  Heinz.  At  the  request  of  Senator  Evans,  I  am  instruct- 
ing staff  to  seek  and  receive,  if  that  is  humanly  possible,  exactly 
that  kind  of  answer  from  the  Commissioner  and  her  office. 

There  is  one  issue  I  want  to  check  on.  Let  me  ask  Mrs.  Beery- 
Day.  Does  somehow  the  disabled  widow  test  operate  differently 
than  the  regular  Social  Security  DI  or  SSI  test? 

Mrs.  Beery-Day.  Yes;  and  that  is  a  quirk  in  the  language  of  the 
two  laws.  The  disabled  widow  requires  that  the  person  meet  the 
listing  or  the  equivalent.  Now,  we  can  come  up  with  plenty  of 
equivalents  that  we  feel  coincide  with  the  law.  With  your  SSA  or 
SSI  disability,  you  have  to  meet  or  equal  a  listing,  and  you  can 
have  combinations  of  impairments  that  show  that  a  person  will 
equal  a  listing.  But  it  is  just  that  little  quirk  in  the  law  that  makes 
it  much  more  difficult  for  widows.  And  also,  the  circumstances  that 
lead  to  this  are  not  rare.  It  happens  many,  many,  many  times  to 
women  who  turn  60  whose  husbands  have  died.  As  it  turned  out, 
Mrs.  Cook's  husband  died  after  she  had  turned  60,  and  then  they 
let  her  know.  But  when  somebody  turns  60,  and  the  Social  Security 
Administration  knows  that  their  spouse  is  diseased,  they  will  con- 
tact them  immediately,  tell  them  they  need  to  file  this,  and 
whammo,  they  end  up  with  no  medical  benefits. 

Mrs.  Cook  is  appealing,  and  we  go  to  a  hearing  next  month,  so 
we  hope  we  will  be  able  to  establish  disabled  widow's  benefits. 
However,  she  will  have  to  wait  24  months  to  be  eligible  for  medi- 
care, which  is  a  long  time. 

Senator  Evans.  Are  you  suggesting  that  an  answer,  at  least, 
would  be  to  have  the  same  test  as  between  the  two  programs,  and 
that  the  preferable  one  is  the  one  for  SSI? 

Mrs.  Beery-Day.  Yes. 

Senator  Evans.  Is  that  one  even  adequate — you  know,  we  are 
caught,  to  some  degree,  with  seeking  some  way  of  measuring  or 
testing  the  disability.  Lower  back  pain  is  a  marvelous — it  is  a  dis- 
ability which  is  very  real  for  some  people,  probably  the  most  fre- 
quent case  of  fraud  for  those  who  choose  to  institute  fraud,  and  ter- 
ribly difficult  to  tell  the  difference.  So  I  suppose  there  has  to  be 
some  kind  of  test,  but  it  seems  to  me — I  do  not  see  any  reason  for 
the  test  of  disability  to  be  different  from  one  program  to  another. 

Mrs.  Beery-Day.  I  will  tell  you  something  interesting,  though, 
that  I  discovered  in  the  files  when  I  went  to  Social  Security,  and 
that  is  a  contact  form  where  they  had  initiated  a  continuing  dis- 
ability investigation — the  note  states  that  because  of  her  age,  her 
work  experience,  and  her  health,  that  they  would  not  need  to  do  an 
investigation  because  she  was  disabled  according  to  the  rules  and 
regulations  of  the  SSI  Program.  So  I  think  that  is  very  interesting, 
and  on  the  other  hand,  there  are  notices  saying,  "You  are  not  dis- 
abled." 
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Chairman  Heinz.  Yes.  If  Senator  Evans  will  permit  me,  the 
reason  for  that  absolutely  illogical  result  is  because  for  reasons  I  do 
not  understand,  this  program  only  goes  through  the  medical  list- 
ings, and  if  you  meet  them,  you  are  disabled.  But  under  the  normal 
process,  you  go  through  the  medical  listings  and  if  you  do  not  meet 
them,  they  conduct  an  evaluation  of  the  residual  functional  capac- 
ity you  retain  to  work,  and  if  you  cannot  work,  you  are  determined 
disabled.  For  disabled  widows,  for  some  reason,  there  is  no  determi- 
nation of  residual  functional  capacity,  and  the  test  is  less  realistic 
for  them  than  for  everyone  else. 

Senator  Evans.  As  you  say,  it  is  illogical,  and  I  am  not  sure  it  is 
useful  to  go  back  and  try  to  figure  out  how  we  arrived  at  those  two 
differing— that  is  only  for  historic  value,  and  some  graduate  stu- 
dent ought  to  do  that  someday. 

But  I  think  it  is  symptomatic  of  something  else  that  we  have  got 
to  do,  and  I  am  not  quite  sure  how  we  get  there,  and  that  is,  in- 
stead of  spending  100  percent  of  our  time  on  new  laws,  to  spend 
more  of  our  time  and  come  up  with  some  resulting  ideas  as  a  result 
of  oversight,  precisely  what  you  are  attempting  to  do  in  this  com- 
mittee right  now.  If  we  did  do  more  oversight,  if  we  understood 
better  how  the  laws  we  passed  yesterday  and  last  year  and  10  years 
ago  are  really  working,  I  think  we  could  probably  come  up  with 
some  better  ideas  for  the  future— and  I  hope  we  do  out  of  this  proc- 
ess. 

Mrs.  Cook.  I  was  better  off,  you  see,  with  SSI,  because  I  could  go 
to  the  doctor  and  have  appointments,  and  I  cannot  sit  too  long,  and 
I  cannot  stand  too  long,  and  everything  is  wrong  with  me— this  is 
just  some  of  the  stuff.  And  out  there  at  General,  you  have  to  go 
real  early  and  get  in  line,  and  you  have  got  to  wait  all  day,  and 
like  I  said,  just  see  an  intern,  and  they  do  not  know  my  case,  and 
they  will  give  you  just  anything.  And  you  see,  I  am  on  this  medi- 
cine that  finally  the  doctor  found  my  nerves  could  stand— I  was 
real  bad;  several  years,  I  took  care  of  my  mother  for  8  years,  and  it 
made  my  nerves  real  bad,  and  I  got  real  sick  and  tore  my  hernia 
loose,  and  I  was  operated  on  about  16  years  ago,  but  then  I  tore  it 
loose,  you  see,  in  lifting.  So  he  has  found  this  one  particular  medi- 
cine, but  still,  they  do  not  pay  for  that,  you  see,  and  they  just  give 
me  a  substitute  on  that,  and  that  is  not  doing  me  any  good.  It  is 
making  me  worse. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Mrs.  Cook,  thank  you. 

I  am  going  to  ask  Mr.  Morris  now  to  describe  the  facts  of  his  cli- 
ent's case  to  us,  and  then  ask  Mr.  Roha  for  any  questions. 

Mr.  Morris? 

STATEMENT  OF  TERRY  W.  MORRIS,  MEADVILLE,  PA,  COORDINA- 
TOR, DEVELOPMENTAL  DISABILITIES  PROGRAM,  CRAWFORD 
COUNTY,  PA,  MENTAL  HEALTH/MENTAL  RETARDATION  PRO- 
GRAM, ACCOMPANIED  BY  DALE  ROHA,  MEADVILLE,  PA 

Mr.  Morris.  Thank  you.  Senator  Heinz  and  Senator  Evans. 

Mr.  Roha  was  a  resident  of  Warren  State  Hospital,  a  State 
mental  institution  in  northwestern  Pennsylvania,  from  October 
1951  through  February  1974.  At  that  time,  it  was  determined  that 
he  would  be  capable  of  moving  back  into  the  community.  In  the 
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early  days  of  the  Supplemental  Security  Income  Program,  Mr.  Roha 
was  found  eligible  for  benefits,  and  was  a  recipient.  He  also  attend- 
ed a  sheltered  workshop  for  the  mentally  disabled  while  residing  in 
the  community. 

In  April  1979,  he  was  offered  an  opportunity  to  participate  in  a 
CETA  handicapped  training  slot,  where  he  would  receive  training 
as  a  janitor  in  a  local  church.  He  accepted  this  training  program, 
and  during  the  process,  the  Social  Security  Administration  deter- 
mined that  he  had  met  the  competitive  employment  standards 
while  in  training,  and  his  benefits  were  terminated. 

After  he  completed  the  6-month  training  program,  the  church 
agreed  to  keep  him  on  as  an  employee,  although  I  believe  he  only 
worked  20  to  30  hours  per  week.  But  his  income  was  adequate.  He 
was  meeting  his  needs  and  still  living  in  the  community. 

In  February  1983,  the  church  had  some  financial  difficulties,  and 
one  of  their  first  moves  was  to  terminate  Mr.  Roha's  employment 
in  order  to  save  their  funds. 

Through  the  time  that  he  had  worked,  Mr.  Roha  had  always 
been  concerned  about  having  some  burial  resources,  so  he  had  in- 
vested in  a  20-year  certificate  to  meet  his  burial  needs.  That  was 
an  excess  resource.  That  was,  very  honestly,  above  the  $1,500 
standards  for  burial  resources.  So  we  made  some  arrangements  for 
dissolving  the  certificate,  establishing  a  legitimate  burial  trust 
through  a  funeral  home,  and  Mr.  Roha  lived  off  the  assets  of  the 
balance  of  his  assets,  until  such  time  as  he  had  spent  down  under 
the  $1,500  burial  resource,  as  well  as  personal  resource  limits. 

We  made  reapplication  with  our  branch  office  Social  Security 
Administration  for  Mr.  Roha  to  again  go  on  Supplemental  Security 
Income.  During  that  conference,  Mr.  Roha  mentioned  that  his 
mother  had  died  since  the  last  time  that  he  had  been  on  benefits, 
and  that  one  of  his  brothers  had  told  him  that  he  owned  or  could 
have  18  acres  of  the  family  farm. 

To  move  along  fairly  quickly,  the  mental  health  center  where 
Mr.  Roha  goes  about  every  6  weeks  for  a  medication  check  due  to 
his  past  history  of  mental  illness  submitted  evidence  to  the  Bureau 
of  Disability  Determination  and  in  fact,  he  was  found  to  be  dis- 
abled; he  met  the  standards  of  having  a  disability.  But  there  was 
investigation  in  regards  to  the  family  farm,  and  sure  enough, 
where  an  owner  of  property  dies  without  a  will,  an  unprobated 
estate,  the  estate  is  divided  equally  among  all  living  heirs.  That 
means  the  farm  was  distributed  equally  among  Mr.  Roha  and  his 
seven  brothers  and  sisters,  and  that  one-eighth  interest  was  deter- 
mined to  be  worth  $1,860.38,  tax  value  only.  And  in  fact,  the  letter 
from  the  Social  Security  Administration  indicates  that  this  is  based 
strictly  on  tax-assessed  value,  which  means  the  market  value  is 
considerably  more,  and  therefore,  his  share  is  much  more  than  the 
$1,860.38  used  in  this  determination. 

They  were  perfectly  satisfied  in  using  tax-assessed  value,  because 
that  automatically  disqualified  Mr.  Roha  from  being  found  eligible 
for  Supplemental  Security  Income. 

I  have  talked  to  Mr.  Roha's  brother  who  is  currently  operating 
the  farm,  and  he  pointed  out  to  me  that  when  Dale's  mother  died, 
she  did  not  feel  that  it  was  necessary  that  there  be  a  will,  because 
prior  to  her  husband's  death,  Dale's  father's  death,  it  had  been  de- 
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cided  that  his  one  brother  would  continue  the  family  farm  as  it  had 
been  continued  in  previous  generations.  Members  of  the  family 
have  met  with  an  attorney.  I  have  spoken  to  the  attorney,  and  he 
said  that  there  could  be  no  settlement  agreed  upon  by  family  mem- 
bers. This  estate  still  remains  an  unprobated  will;  legally,  each  of 
the  eight  heirs  own  one-eighth  of  the  farm,  and  that  is 

Chairman  Heinz.  Does  own,  or  will  own?  An  unprobated  estate — 
and  I  am  not  a  lawyer — if  something  is  unprobated 

Mr.  Morris.  It  is  being  considered  that  as  of  this  moment,  Mr. 
Roha  is  a  one-eighth  owner  of  the  acreage  and  the  farm  buildings. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Mr.  Roha,  may  I  ask  you,  do  you  have  any  cer- 
tificate of  ownership?  What  do  you  have  in  the  way  of  a  possession 
of  this  one-eight  interest? 

Mr.  Roha.  Well,  I  have  just  got  the  legal  agreement.  I  just  have 
an  agreement  saying  that  I  get  some  of  the  farm. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Now,  could  you  sell  your  interest  in  the  farm, 
if  you  wanted  to? 

Mr.  Roha.  I  do  not  believe  I  would  sell  it. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Pardon? 

Mr.  Roha.  I  do  not  think  I  would. 

Chairman  Heinz.  You  do  not  think  you  would  or  could? 

Mr.  Roha.  I  do  not  know  if  I  even  could,  because  they  do  not 
want  anybody  to  build  on  it. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Your  brother  would  or  would  not  be  willing  to 
buy  your  share? 

Mr.  Roha.  He  said  he  would  not  give  me  much  for  it. 

Chairman  Heinz.  He  would  not  give  you  much. 

Mr.  Morris.  Tell  him  how  much  money  he  would  give  you. 

Mr.  Roha.  He  said  about  $1. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Pardon? 

Mr.  Roha.  He  would  give  me  about  $1  for  it. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Did  you  say  $100. 

Mr.  Morris.  No,  Senator  Heinz.  His  brother  has  offered  to  pay 

$1. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Just  $1.  And  what  was  your  reaction  to  that 
offer? 

Mr.  Roha.  I  thought  it  was  worth  more  than  that. 

Mr.  Morris.  Senator  Heinz,  that  would  be  considered  a  gift, 
which  would  automatically  disqualify,  I  am  quite  sure,  Mr.  Roha 
from  being  eligible  for  Supplemental  Security  Income,  plus  it 
would  immediately  cancel  his  cash  assistance  that  he  receives  from 
the  county  board  of  assistance. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Would  you  like  to  explain  to  us  why,  if  he 
either  sold  for  $1  or  gave  outright  his  one-eighth  interest,  why  that 
would  disqualify  him;  how  does  the  law  read,  that  if  you  get  rid  of 
something,  that  somehow,  that  makes  you  wealthy? 

Mr.  Morris.  Well,  I  am  not  sure  about  the  rules  and  regulations 
of  the  Social  Security  Administration,  but  it  was  explained  to  us  by 
the  worker  at  the  county  board  of  assistance,  under  the  Pennsylva- 
nia Department  of  Public  Welfare,  that  giving  away  even  any  por- 
tion of  this  estate  or  selling  it  for  far  below  its — say,  even  50  per- 
cent below — its  real  value,  it  would  be  considered  a  gift,  and  it 
would  automatically  disqualify  Mr.  Roha  from  receiving  benefits 
for  a  period  of  2  years.  That  is  the  discouragement  from  him  actu- 
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ally  giving  up  his  supposed  assets.  The  effects  of  not  having  Supple- 
mental Security  Income  and  only  being  able  to  receive  cash  assist- 
ance is — Mr.  Roha  has  to  now  share  an  apartment  with  another 
man,  and  the  apartment  is  really  only  big  enough  for  one  person, 
so  it  is  very  crowded.  But  that  is  the  only  way  he  can  continue  to 
live  there. 

Chairman  Heinz.  That  is  the  effect  that  having  lost  his  SSI  has 
had  on  him.  Any  other  effects? 

Mr.  Morris.  I  have  known  Mr.  Roha  now  for  10  years,  and  the 
last  year,  I  have  seen  him  as  a  much  more  nervous  individual.  At 
times  where  we  discuss  his  financial  affairs,  he  visibly  shows  trem- 
ors. He  is  working  very  hard  to  stabilize  his  life.  It  has  been  consid- 
ered by  his  mental  health  case  manager  and  his  psychiatrist  that 
possibly,  attendance  at  a  partial  hospitalization  program  or  a  reso- 
cialization  program  may  be  necessary.  It  has  not  been  in  the  8 
years,  but  it  may  be  in  the  very  near  future. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Where,  Mr.  Morris,  if  you  can  comment  on 
this,  did  the  Social  Security  Administration  go  wrong  here?  Did 
they  overlook  something  in  this  case,  or  do  you  think  they  handled 
it  the  way  they  had  to  handle  it,  given  the  law? 

Mr.  Morris.  Given  the  law,  they  handled  it  in  the  manner  which 
I  feel  they  probably  had  to,  and 

Chairman  Heinz.  So  we  have  met  the  enemy,  and  they  is  us. 

Mr.  Morris.  We  requested  the  assistance  of  Northwest  Pennsyl- 
vania Legal  Services  in  filing  an  appeal  in  Mr.  Roha's  behalf,  and 
Legal  Services  wrote  back,  saying: 

We  can  no  longer  provide  services  to  you,  because  the  handling  of  your  case  would 
violate  the  code  of  professional  responsibility  and/or  the  disciplinary  rules  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania,  because  your  case  does  not  have  enough  merit  to 
pursue. 

They  looked  into  the  rules  and  regulations  and  said,  "Yes,  very 
definitely,  Mr.  Roha  does  not  qualify  for  Supplemental  Security 
Income."  It  is  our  personal  feeling,  though,  that  he  does. 

If  necessary,  I  think  Mr.  Roha  would  be  willing  to  have  a  lien 
placed  against  his  portion  of  the  farm,  or  to  write  out  a  promise 
that  in  fact,  if  that  farm  is  ever  sold  at  some  time  in  the  future, 
that  he  would  reimburse,  penny  for  penny,  from  his  portion  of  the 
estate,  what  he  had  received  in  Supplemental  Security  Income.  His 
needs  are  for  moneys  today  so  that  he  can  live  at  a  reasonable 
standard  of  living,  not  for  projecting  20  years  in  the  future  that  he 
may  inherit  or  receive  the  funds  from  his  one-eighth  share  of  a 
farm  being  sold. 

Chairman  Heinz.  The  regulations  do  not  provide,  and  the  law 
does  not  allow  for  that  kind  of  an  arrangement.  Clearly,  it  is  one 
thing  to  have  an  80-acre  farm.  You  can  farm  an  80-acre  farm. 
Maybe  Washington  State  is  different,  Dan,  but  I  have  never  met 
anybody  who  was  very  successful  with  a  16-acre  dairy  farm,  or 
whatever  kind  it  is.  There  is  a  law  of  diminishing  returns  that  be- 
comes increasing  losses  at  a  certain  point.  So  you  can  have  a  por- 
tion of  an  asset  that  is  worth  a  great  deal  less  than  the  asset  alone 
multiplied  by  a  percentage  of  that  asset. 

Dan? 

Senator  Evans.  I  would  just  like  to  do  the  same  with  this  case  as 
we  asked  for  in  the  previous  case,  to  just  match  the  facts  against 
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the  laws  and  regulations,  find  out  which  is  at  fault,  and  perhaps  I 
would  like  to  ask  that  we  ask  one  other  thing  of  the  administra- 
tion—in each  of  these  two  cases,  to  the  degree  the  law  is  at  fault, 
what  specific  suggestions  do  they  have  that  would  have  the  effect 
of  resolving  the  problems  that  are  at  stake  without  further  com- 
plexities in  the  law,  or  is  it  possible  for  us  to  both  simplify  and 
make  more  straightforward  the  law,  and  at  the  same  time,  end 
some  of  these  abnormalities  which  exist. 

I  was  not  here,  but  I  think  I  have  a  pretty  good  idea  of  why  the 
resource  test  was  put  in  the  law  in  the  first  place.  It  was  to  avoid 
having  people  deliberately  give  away  large  assets  to  family,  rela- 
tives, or  someone  else,  in  order  to  qualify  for  a  program  like  this, 
and  then  surreptitiously  or  on  the  outside,  receive  some  particular 
benefits  from  that  gift.  It  is  obvious  what  was  being  attempted,  but 
every  time  we  do  that,  we  run  into  a  further  problem,  and  it  comes 
back  to  this  same  thing  I  mentioned  earlier.  We  sometimes  are  so 
intent— pushed,  incidentally,  by  a  lot  of  constituents  who  get  out- 
raged by  what  they  consider  to  be  an  abuse  of  the  system  or  over- 
use of  any  social  system— and  so  we  focus  on  error  rates  and  those 
kinds  of  problems  at  the  expense  of  those  who  really  need  help, 
and  then  it  gets  too  bad. 

Chairman  Heinz.  In  order  for  the  staff  to  meet  both  your  and  my 
goal,  I  think  we  need  to  define  the  general  case  that  Mr.  Roha's 
case  is  a  specific  instance.  And  it  seems  to  me  that  the  general  case 
that  we  are  asking  for  them  to  comment  on  is  one  where  an  indi- 
vidual has  an  asset  that,  notwithstanding  its  assessment  by  ac- 
countants and  tax  assessors,  can  be  demonstrated  to  have  no  prac- 
tical market  value,  and 

Senator  Evans.  Or,  even  if  it  has  market  value,  there  is  no  way 
to  get  ahold  of  it.  This  probably  has  market  value,  but  there  is  no 
way  for  Mr.  Roha  to  ever  use  it. 

Chairman  Heinz.  You  have  defined  precisely  what  I  meant  by 
the  word  practical— and  I  thank  you— that  will  be  of  some  help.  I 
think  we  need  to  say  if  our  policy  is  that  in  such  cases  we  want  to 
allow  a  continuation  of  benefits,  but  without  any  jeopardy  to  the 
interest  of  Supplemental  Security  Income  Program  such  that  were 
there  to  be  any  market  value  realized,  that  it  would  be  to  the  bene- 
fit of  the  program,  rather  than  to  somebody  else.  I  think  we  need 
to  be  somewhat  more  specific  about  what  we  want  them  to 
answer— is  that  a  fair  statement  of  what  you  would  like  an  answer 
■  to? 

Senator  Evans.  Yes. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Very  well. 

Well,  let  me  ask  at  this  point  Mr.  Hoffman  to  proceed. 

STATEMENT  OF  LEE  A.  HOFFMAN,  JR..  ESQ.,  HOFFMAN, 
SILVERBERG  &  WACHTELL,  NEW  YORK,  NY 

Mr.  Hoffman.  Mr.  Chairman,  Senator  Evans,  members  of  the 
staff,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  come  here 
today  and  testify  on  the  issue  of  SSI  overpayments,  particularly 
those  resulting  from  interest  accruing  in  bank  accounts. 

I  am  currently  an  attorney  in  private  practice  in  a  small  firm  in 
suburban  New  York.  From  June  1975  through  December  1983,  I  ad- 
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ministered  and  represented  clients  in  a  legal  services  program 
sponsored  by  the  Rockland  County  Office  for  Aging,  under  title  III- 
B  of  the  Older  Americans  Act,  on  a  part-time  basis. 

My  comments  today  are  based  primarily  on  that  experience. 

Rockland  County's  population,  according  to  the  1980  census,  was 
approximately  260,000,  and  there  were  approximately  31,000  resi- 
dents 60  years  of  age  and  older.  There  are  currently  approximately 
2,500  SSI  recipients  in  Rockland  County,  many  of  whom  are  dis- 
chargees from  State  mental  institutions  or  who  are  mentally  re- 
tarded. 

Throughout  the  period  during  which  I  worked  for  the  Rockland 
County  Office  for  Aging,  I  continually  represented  individuals  who 
had  received  SSI  overpayments.  The  overpayments  occurred  for 
many  reasons — because  of  questions  about  living  arrangements,  be- 
cause of  the  failure  of  the  Social  Security  Administration  to  adjust 
SSI  checks  downward  when  title  II  checks  increased,  because  of  the 
alleged  receipt  of  in-kind  income,  and  of  course,  because  of  excess 
resources. 

Most  excess  resource  cases  involved  too  much  money  in  the  bank, 
and  about  half  of  those  cases  resulted  because  interest  accrued  in 
bank  accounts  to  push  the  client's  resources  over  $1,500. 

The  obvious  inequity  in  these  cases  is  the  position  of  the  Social 
Security  Administration  regarding  excess  resources  resulting  from 
interest  accruing  in  bank  accounts.  The  Secretary  takes  the  posi- 
tion that  if  an  individual  possesses  resources  over  the  $1,500  limit, 
that  individual  is  ineligible  for  SSI  benefits  and  therefore  is  over- 
paid all  SSI  benefits  received  while  in  possession  of  the  excess  re- 
sources. As  a  practical  matter,  not  only  does  a  check  get  cut  off 
when  the  Social  Security  Administration  finds  out  about  these 
excess  resources,  but  they  also  go  back  and  charge  the  individual 
with  an  overpayment  equal  to  the  amount  of  benefits  received 
during  the  entire  period  the  excess  resources  existed.  Now,  let  me 
tell  you  what  this  position  has  meant  to  individual  clients. 

One  woman,  who  was  born  in  1905,  had  a  sixth-grade  education 
in  rural  North  Carolina.  She  spent  30  years,  from  1936  to  1966,  in  a 
State  mental  institution.  In  1966,  she  was  discharged  to  a  family 
care  home.  She  has  attended  a  day  treatment  program  and  re- 
ceived psychotropic  medication  since  1972.  When  she  applied  for 
SSI  in  1974,  she  had  managed  to  accumulate  a  bank  account  of 
about  $1,350,  much  from  occasional  domestic  work.  By  late  1975, 
interest  and  small  deposits  pushed  her  account  over  the  $1,500 
limit.  Unfortunately  for  her,  although  she  did  not  know  it  at  the 
time,  her  bank  account  stayed  over  $1,500  for  2  years,  but  never  by 
more  than  $247.10. 

In  early  1980,  she  recertified  for  SSI.  At  that  recertification,  she 
was  accompanied  by  her  son.  There,  she  was  told  for  the  first  time 
that  she  owed  the  government  $6,600;  $5,700  because  she  had  over 
$1,500  in  the  bank  for  2  years,  and  an  additional  $900  because  she 
had  4  cents  too  much  in  the  bank  for  3  months. 

The  client  was  devastated.  Her  son  later  told  me  that  it  took  her 
several  weeks  to  regain  any  semblance  of  her  fragile  equilibrium. 
The  son  was  also  devastated.  His  mother's  check  was  reduced  by 
$75  a  month  out  of  $350,  and  he  was  the  only  person  available  who 
could  help  make  up  the  difference. 
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We  represented  this  woman  throughout  a  long  legal  process.  She 
attended  a  hearing  before  an  administrative  law  judge  at  which 
she  was  incoherent  she  was  so  scared.  Her  son  refused  to  let  her 
come  to  the  second  hearing  because  of  the  traumatic  effect  of  the 
first  one. 

This  withholding  of  $75  a  month  continued  for  more  than  3 
years,  until  the  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Second  Circuit  re- 
versed the  Social  Security  Administration's  decision.  It  boggles  the 
rational  mind  to  owe  $6,600  under  these  circumstances. 

My  client  saw,  in  effect,  her  life's  savings  wiped  out,  with  no 
comprehension  of  why.  But  this  client  was  lucky.  She  had  available 
family  and  available  legal  services.  Most  institutional  dischargees 
who  receive  SSI  have  neither. 

Another  woman,  now  83,  is  a  Lithuanian  immigrant.  She  had  no 
education  in  this  country.  She  was  grandfathered  into  the  SSI  pro- 
gram in  1974.  She  had  no  problems  until  1981.  This  woman  made 
the  mistake  of  hearing  on  the  radio  that  the  food  stamp  resource 
limit  had  increased  to  $1,800.  Reasonably,  taking  into  account  her 
age  and  education,  she  assumed  that  the  SSI  resource  limit  had 
also  increased.  She  put  $70  too  much  in  her  bank  account  and 
showed  the  bank  book  to  the  recertification  worker  9  months  later. 
What  happened?  She  was  assessed  an  overpayment  of  $1,500  be- 
cause she  had  $70  too  much  in  the  bank,  leaving  $300  a  month  to 
meet  all  her  living  expenses. 

This  woman  was  also  fortunate;  she  also  had  available  family 
and  available  legal  resources.  We  have  been  successful  in  reducing 
the  amount  of  the  overpayment  to  $500.  Most  limited  English- 
speaking  individuals  are  not  so  fortunate.  These  cases  poignantly 
illustrate  the  inequity  and  harshness  of  the  basic  structure  of  the 
SSI  assets  test.  The  present  structure  requires  that  an  SSI  recipi- 
ent be  deemed  ineligible  in  every  month  in  which  resources  exceed 
the  statutory  limit,  regardless  of  the  cause  or  amount  of  the  over- 
payment. I  believe  that  corrective  legislation  is  both  necessary  and 
appropriate. 

Thank  you. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Mr.  Hoffman,  thank  you  very  much. 

In  your  experience,  are  the  cases  you  have  talked  about  isolated 
examples,  or  are  they  indicative  of  a  widespread  problem? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  I  think  they  are  very  indicative  of  a  widespread 
problem,  on  three  levels.  No.  1,  I  am  aware  of  many  other  cases 
involving  accruing  interest  in  bank  accounts,  and  I  think  the 
Acting  Commissioner  indicated  that  approximately  20  percent  of 
all  overpayment  cases  involve  this  kind  of  issue. 

Second— and  it  came  to  my  attention  only  earlier  this  week— ac- 
cruing interest  in  bank  accounts  is  not  the  only  problem  of  accru- 
ing resources.  I  was  talking  to  an  attorney  for  a  legal  services  pro- 
gram in  New  York  City  on  Monday,  who  told  me  that  a  client  had 
been  assessed  an  overpayment  because  the  cash  value  of  an  insur- 
ance policy  had  increased  without  the  client's  knowledge. 

And  the  third  indication  of  why  I  do  not  think  these  cases  are 
unique  is  they  illustrate  the  very,  very  strict  standards  that  the 
Social  Security  Administration  applies  when  they  make  decisions 
about  whether  or  not  to  grant  waivers  of  SSI  overpayments. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Do  you  have  some  specific  recommendations? 
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Mr.  Hoffman.  OK.  I  think  with  respect  to  the  waiver,  at  the 
present  time,  the  Administration,  the  Social  Security  Administra- 
tion, applies  the  same  standards  for  title  II  waivers  as  they  do  to 
title  XVI,  or  SSI  waivers,  without  taking  into  account  the  differ- 
ence in  the  population  that  you  are  looking  at. 

Title  II  recipients  generally  are  competent  adults  who  have  had 
a  productive  work  history.  SSI  recipients  are  aged,  probably  with- 
out a  productive  work  history.  They  are  mentally  ill,  mentally  re- 
tarded, or  they  are  blind.  And  I  do  not  think  it  is  appropriate  to 
use  the  same  standards. 

I  think  that  one  approach  with  respect  to  the  waiver  issue  would 
be  to  require  the  Secretary  to  grant  the  waiver  in  cases  of  SSI  over- 
payments, unless  there  was  a  showing  of  fraud  or  misrepresenta- 
tion by  the  client. 

The  harshness  of  Social  Security's  approach  to  waivers  is  illus- 
trated by  a  couple  other  cases  that  I  was  involved  with.  These  cases 
both  involved  retarded  individuals,  where  there  was  evidence  of 
severe  mental  retardation  in  the  Social  Security  files,  and  in  both 
cases — one,  because  of  the  death  of  a  father,  and  the  other,  because 
of  the  annual  increase  in  the  title  II  checks,  the  Social  Security- 
title  II— check  that  these  people  received  went  up,  and  Social  Secu- 
rity forgot  to  reduce  the  SSI  check.  In  both  of  those  cases,  the  dis- 
trict office  refused  to  grant  the  waiver.  We  had  to  go  to  an  adminis- 
trative law  judge  to  get  a  waiver  on  those  cases. 

I  also  think  that  at  this  point,  it  is  appropriate  to  bar  collection 
of  overpayments  that  are  more  than  4  years  old.  Senator  Evans 
today  has  several  times  mentioned  an  emphasis  on  error  rate.  I 
think  we  all  understand  that  there  was  a  very  high  error  rate  in 
the  early  years  of  the  SSI  Program.  I  think  that  that  is  understand- 
able, given  the  confusion  about  the  changeover,  the  difficulty  in 
transferring  records  from  a  local  level  to  a  national  level,  and  also 
because  of  the  way  that  income  maintenance  programs  are  struc- 
tured in  this  country.  It  takes  a  long  time  for  line  workers  to  be 
able  to  deal  with  them  comfortably,  to  be  able  to  understand  this  is 
an  asset  question,  this  is  an  income  question,  this  is  an  in-kind 
income  question.  And  there  was  nobody  in  the  office  to  ask  in  the 
early  days  of  the  program,  because  it  was  new  to  everybody  in  the 
district  offices.  So  I  think  that  if  you  bar  collection  of  overpay- 
ments now  that  are  more  than  4  years  old,  you  will  primarily  be 
dealing  with  current  issues. 

I  also  think  that  if  corrective  legislation  over  the  assets  test  is 
passed,  that  you  will  eliminate  a  large  number  of  the  overpay- 
ments. 

I  understand  that  the  legislation  that  passed  the  House  is  pend- 
ing in  the  Senate.  I  would  suggest  that  there  be  a  specific  clause  in 
the  legislation  saying  that  it  is  intended  to  be  retroactive,  because 
there  are  lots  of  inequities  in  the  system  now,  and  it  would  take 
care  of  the  obvious  inequities  that  we  have  discussed  today. 

The  only  other  suggestion  that  I  would  have  is  to  require  that  all 
overpayment  notices  contain  a  notice  of  the  availability  and  the 
names  and  telephone  numbers  of  local  legal  services  offices  and 
local  advocacy  groups.  Very  often,  SSI  recipients  are  isolated,  and 
if  it  is  difficult  for  them  to  go  to  the  district  office  when  they  know 
they  are  going  to  lose  the  check,  it  is  even  more  difficult  for  them 
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to  ask  for  help.  And  by  putting  specific  sources  of  help  on  the  over- 
payment notice,  I  think  that  you  would  be  doing  the  recipients  a 
great  service,  and  I  think  that  you  will  be  doing  the  Administra- 
tion a  great  service. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Hoffman. 

Senator  Evans? 

Senator  Evans.  You  mentioned  the  Administration  being,  in 
your  view,  unduly  harsh  in  applying  the  rules.  From  your  knowl- 
edge as  an  attorney  of  the  rules  and  regulations  as  opposed  to  the 
law  itself,  do  they  have  any  choice? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  I  believe  so.  The  law,  in  my  opinion,  gives  the  Ad- 
ministration a  great  deal  of  discretion  in  setting  up  the  waiver  pro- 
vision of  the  overpayment  process,  and  I  think  that  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Administration  has  chosen  to  take  a  very,  very  strict  view  of 
when  they  will  grant  the  waiver,  particularly  at  the  district  office 
level.  Once  you  get  out  of  the  district  office  level,  administrative 
law  judges  tend  to  be  more  independent  and  more  sympathetic, 
particularly  when  there  are  factual  issues  involved.  And  I  think 
that  part  of  the  reluctance  at  the  district  office  level  may  be  this 
emphasis  on  reducing  the  error  rate,  that  we  have  discussed  today. 

Senator  Evans.  And  guess  who  they  are  getting  pushed  by  to 
reduce  the  error  rate?  Right  here. 

I  suppose  there  is  another — this  may  appear  a  little  harsh — but  I 
suppose  there  is  another  thing  to  be  considered.  Regardless  of  fault, 
in  one  of  the  cases  you  mentioned  where  they  forgot  to  reduce  an- 
other payment,  or  the  Social  Security  Administration  did,  so  there 
was  an  overpayment  going  on  for  some  period  of  time — is  it  equita- 
ble to  waive  that  as  opposed  to,  say,  an  identical  case  where  they 
did  catch  it,  reduce  the  payment,  and  that  person  got  what  the  law 
says  they  should  get  and  no  more,  where  the  other  person,  through 
whomever's  error,  got  some  additional  amount  for  some  period  of 
time.  What  about  the  relative  equity  of  all  of  that? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  If  you  are  assuming  that  both  recipients  were 
competent  adults,  I  think  it  is  inequitable.  I  think  that  in  the  two 
cases  that  I  mentioned — and  the  administrative  law  judge  has  so 
found — the  individuals  who  had  been  overpaid  were  totally  un- 
aware that  they  had  been  overpaid,  and  in  fact,  the  money  was  not 
available.  It  had  already  been  spent,  in  reliance  upon  the  correct- 
ness of  the  Social  Security  payment  process. 

Senator  Evans.  I  understand.  But  if  you  took  two  cases  of  not — 
"competence"  is  kind  of  a  bad  word,  but  let  us  say  unaware — two 
cases  of  elderly  citizens  who  were  just  simply  unaware,  and  you 
have  those  two  different  circumstances,  is  that  equitable,  for  one  to 
not  receive  and  the  other  to  receive  through  error,  and  keep 
through  error,  whatever  overpayment  there  is. 

Mr.  Hoffman.  I  do  not  think  it  is  necessarily  equitable,  but  we 
think  that  there  is  a  question  that,  from  my  point  of  view  that 
should  be  looked  at,  and  that  is,  is  it  more  acceptable  to  have  a 
small  error  in  an  overpayment — because  typically,  these  are  not 
large — or  is  it  better,  from  a  policy  point  of  view,  to  make  someone 
go  through  an  overpayment  process  when  in  fact  you  may  be  de- 
priving them  of  money  that  they  need  to  live  on  currently. 

Senator  Evans.  Well,  I  posed  the  examples  because  I  tend  to 
agree  with  you  that  that  certainly  appears  to  be  and,  I  think,  is  a 
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more  compassionate  way  to  deal  with  the  people  who  have  prob- 
lems. Of  course,  the  difficulty  of  that  is  to  then  carry  it  on  to  its 
obviously  ultimate  extreme,  which  is  to  leave  almost  complete  dis- 
cretion for  large  overpayments  and  waivers  that  would  get  us  very 
much  out-of-bounds,  and  that  is  the  nature  of  the  problem  I  think 
we  are  into  in  this  whole  arena,  and  a  lot  of  other  arenas,  where 
we  are  putting  benefits  out  with  some  rules  or  some  requirements, 
some  parameters,  as  to  who  should  receive  and  who  should  not.  I 
guess  there  has  to  be  some  balance  between  administrative  flexibil- 
ity, which  is  desirable  on  one  hand,  and  some  reasonably  strong 
rules  which  will  try  to  afford  equity,  at  least,  on  the  other  hand. 

It  is  a  touchy  problem.  In  spite  of  the  individual  experiences, 
which  we  all  agree  we  would  like  to  correct,  it  is  still  the  problem 
of  looking  at  the  broader  program  and  trying  to  reach  the  appro- 
priate balance  between  compassion  and  response  to  need,  and  at 
the  same  time,  the  insistence  on  equity  in  programs,  which  I  think 
is  also  a  need. 

Mr.  Hoffman.  I  totally  agree. 

Senator  Evans.  That  is  the  dilemma  we  are  facing. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  Heinz,  Senator  Evans,  thank  you  very  much. 

[Subsequent  to  the  hearing,  Mr.  Hoffman  submitted  the  following 
additional  statement:] 

Additional  Statement  of  Lee  A.  Hoffman,  Jr.,  Esq. 

There  is  another  reason  why  SSI  recipients  should  be  notified  of  the  availability 
of  legal  services  offices.  The  Acting  Commissioner,  in  her  comments  today,  exempli- 
fied that  reason.  The  Acting  Commissioner,  in  response  to  questions  concerning  the 
assessment  and  collection  of  SSI  overpayments,  failed  to  mention  that  both  statuto- 
ry and  regulatory  procedures  exist  to  challenge  the  existence  and  amount  of  over- 
payments and  also  to  request  waivers.  This  apparent  overlooking  of  procedural 
rights  is  reflected  in  the  way  in  which  most  district  offices  handle  overpayments. 
The  recipient  is  assumed  to  be  wrong,  and  is  given  the  alternative  of  paying  back  all 
at  once  or  paying  back  in  installments.  The  procedures  for  challenging  the  overpay- 
ment itself  and  requesting  a  waiver  are  usually  not  explained  very  well.  In  addition, 
some  clients  have  been  informed  that  they  could  lose  their  entire  check  for  a  time  if 
they  assert  their  rights  to  review  of  the  overpayment,  with  the  implication  that 
they  are  better  off  permitting  partial  withholding  now  rather  than  facing  total  with- 
holding in  the  future.  It  is  because  the  Social  Security  Administration  often  does 
not  follow  its  own  procedural  rules  that  SSI  recipients  who  receive  overpayment  no- 
tices should  be  made  aware  of  the  availability  of  legal  services. 

I  believe  that  the  Social  Security  Administration  does  not  properly  compute  the 
cost  effectiveness  of  recovering  SSI  overpayments.  I  can  tell  you  that  the  $.04  case, 
which  we  discussed  previously,  cost  the  government  at  least  $15,000 — $8,-500  in  legal 
fees  were  awarded  under  the  Equal  Access  to  Justice  Act  and  the  Government  also 
incurred  expenses  for  two  administrative  law  judge  hearings  and  three  attorneys  for 
the  district  and  circuit  court  proceedings,  and  three  attorneys  for  the  attorneys'  fee 
application.  Even  to  take  a  case  to  a  hearing  involves  about  2  hours  of  district  office 
time,  plus  the  cost  for  holding  a  hearing,  plus  the  cost  of  legal  services  which  are 
primarily  funded  by  the  Federal  Government.  In  addition,  the  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration takes  no  account  of  the  cost  to  other  federally  funded  programs  of  SSI 
overpayment  notices  and  recovery.  I  know  from  personal  experience  that  the  staff  of 
the  various  senior  center  programs  (Older  Americans  Act — title  III-C)  in  Rockland 
County  often  spend  between  one-half  hour  and  1  hour  calming  an  SSI  recipient 
after  the  recipient  has  received  an  overpayment  notice.  I  am  also  aware  that  case 
managers  in  Rockland  County,  who  serve  dischargees  from  State  mental  institu- 
tions, often  spend  1  to  2  hours  on  several  occasions  calming  ex-mental  patients  who 
have  received  SSI  overpayment  notices.  Both  the  senior  centers  and  the  case  manag- 
er agency  receive  substantial  Federal  funding.  I  believe  that  all  these  costs  must  be 
analyzed  before  any  reasonable  decision  concerning  the  cost  effectiveness  of  recover- 
ing SSI  overpayments  can  be  made. 
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Chairman  Heinz.  I  would  like  especially  to  thank  my  constitu- 
ent, Mr.  Roha,  accompanied  by  Mr.  Morris;  Mrs.  Cook,  accompa- 
nied by  Mrs.  Beery-Day,  and  Mr.  Hoffman,  for  coming  the  dis- 
tances you  have  come  to  give  us  the  benefits  of  your  personal  expe- 
rience, and  I  hope  that  from  the  situations  you  have  described,  we 
have  learned  about  the  experiences  of  many.  I  am  deeply  grateful, 
especially  to  you,  Mrs.  Cook  and  Mr.  Roha,  for  your  willingness  to 
travel  under  what  I  know  for  Mrs.  Cook  was  an  exciting  experi- 
ence; Mr.  Roha  may  have  found  it  exciting,  too — I  hope  not  too  ex- 
citing in  either  case. 

We  are  deeply  grateful  to  you  all.  Thank  you  so  much. 

Our  last  group  of  witnesses  are  Dr.  John  Noble,  Dr.  James 
Schulz,  and  Arthur  Flemming. 

Dr.  Noble  is  assistant  commissioner  of  the  Virginia  Department 
of  Mental  Health  and  Mental  Retardation  in  Richmond. 

Dr.  Noble,  would  you  please  proceed? 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  H.  NOBLE,  JR.,  PH.D.,  MIDLOTHIAN,  VA,  AS- 
SISTANT COMMISSIONER,  POLICY  AND  RESOURCE  DEVELOP- 
MENT, DEPARTMENT  OF  MENTAL  HEALTH  AND  MENTAL  RE- 
TARDATION, COMMONWEALTH  OF  VIRGINIA 

Dr.  Noble.  Senator  Heinz  and  Senator  Evans,  I  am  pleased  to 
appear  before  the  Special  Committee  on  Aging  to  offer  testimony 
concerning  the  significance  of  the  Supplemental  Security  Income 
Program  for  the  m.entally  ill  and  mentally  retarded  citizens,  who 
comprise  the  largest  single  category  of  SSI  recipients. 

In  1975,  30.7  percent  of  the  SSI  caseload  consisted  of  persons 
with  mental  disorders,  of  whom  17.6  percent  were  classified  as 
mentally  ill,  and  13.1  percent  as  mentally  retarded.  Applied  to  the 
August  1983  caseload  of  2.3  million  disabled  SSI  recipients,  this 
translates  into  about  700,000  persons  with  mental  disorders,  of 
whom  402,000  suffered  mental  illness,  and  300,000  were  diagnosed 
as  mentally  retarded. 

My  testimony  today  summarizes  the  major  findings  and  recom- 
mendations of  the  analysis  I  prepared  for  the  Special  Committee  on 
Aging  at  the  request  of  its  chairman.  Senator  Heinz. 

The  significance  of  the  SSI  and  Medicaid  Programs  for  mentally 
ill  and  mentally  retarded  citizens  is  best  understood  by  recognizing 
that  without  these  benefits,  mentally  ill  and  mentally  retarded  citi- 
zens are  unable  to  survive  in  the  community.  When  SSI  benefits 
are  unjustly  withheld,  delayed,  or  terminated  by  the  Social  Securi- 
ty Administration,  State  and  local  governments  often  have  no  al- 
ternative than  to  confine  mentally  ill  and  mentally  retarded  citi- 
zens beyond  what  is  considered  therapeutically  necessary,  in  overly 
restrictive  mental  hospitals  or  training  schools  for  the  retarded. 
When  State  and  local  governments  do  this,  even  with  the  best  of 
intentions,  they  risk  being  sued  under  Federal  and  State  laws, 
which  require  that  mentally  ill  and  mentally  retarded  citizens  be 
treated  in  settings  that  are  least  restrictive  of  personal  liberties. 
When  State  and  local  governments  take  no  action,  mentally  ill  and 
mentally  retarded  citizens,  bereft  of  the  income  needed  to  purchase 
basic  shelter,  food,  and  clothing,  are  forced  to  live  in  the  streets 
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amidst  the  growing  homeless  population  throughout  the  United 
States,  or  driven  to  take  more  drastic  action. 

The  consequences  of  inappropriate  government  action  are  some- 
times tragic,  as  exemplified  by  the  case  of  Gordon  D.,  of  Eugene, 
OR,  a  childhood  polio  victim  diagnosed  as  paranoid  schizophrenic, 
who  committed  suicide  after  being  dropped  from  the  disability  rolls 
and  denied  his  appeal. 

As  a  consequence,  the  social  service  community  is  spending  in- 
creasing amounts  of  time,  energy,  and  monetary  resources  counsel- 
ing clients  on  how  to  get  or  retain  SSI  benefits.  The  social  service 
community  and  its  clients  have  grown  very  defensive  and  distrust- 
ful of  the  motivations  of  the  Social  Security  Administration. 
Almost  daily  press  coverage,  including  such  dramatic  headlines  as 
"Social  Security  Flouts  Rulings,  Judges  Say,"  which  appeared  in 
the  most  recent  Sunday  edition  of  the  Richmond  Times-Dispatch, 
make  it  near  impossible  to  implement  the  Federal  policy  directed 
to  rehabilitating  SSI  recipients  and  thereby  reducing  the  public 
costs  of  disability.  Instead,  some  States,  including  mine,  are  spend- 
ing money  on  lawyers  and  the  training  of  caseworkers  on  how  to 
provide  successful  documentation  of  eligibility  for  SSI  and  SSDI.  It 
is  sad  to  see  so  much  of  society's  scarce  resources  being  allocated  to 
dependency-creating  activities  instead  of  rehabilitation  for  total  or 
partial  self-support. 

Lest  the  SSI  and  the  SSDI  Programs  become  as  litigious  and 
costly  to  administer  as  the  State  workers'  compensation  programs, 
there  is  need  for  the  Congress  to  fashion  and  oversee  implementa- 
tion of  remedies  such  as  those  contained  in  H.R.  3755,  the  Social 
Security  Disability  Reform  Act.  The  House  of  Representatives  re- 
cently voted  410  to  1  in  favor  of  H.R.  3755.  The  U.S.  Senate  has  yet 
to  act  on  a  comparable  bill. 

Let  me  now  turn  to  work  disincentives. 

The  SSI  program  contains  work  disincentives  which  offset  the  po- 
tency of  rehabilitation  and  employment  policies  which  would  put 
disabled  people  back  to  work.  Prior  to  the  passage  of  the  1980  dis- 
ability amendments  to  the  Social  Security  Act,  the  disincentives  for 
disabled  and  blind  SSI  recipients  to  return  to  work  were  often  sub- 
stantial. The  procedure  for  determining  the  amount  of  the  payable 
monthly  SSI  benefit  is  to  disregard  the  first  $20  of  income  from 
any  source  and  to  disregard  the  next  $65  of  income  if  it  is  obtained 
from  earnings.  Thereafter,  benefits  are  reduced  by  $1  for  ev^ery  $2 
of  earnings.  After  an  SSI  recipient  begins  to  work,  he  or  she  is 
placed  on  a  9-month  trial  work  period.  If  the  recipient  is  gainfully 
employed  and  earning  more  than  $300  per  month  at  the  end  of  the 
trial  work  period,  SSI  payments  are  terminated. 

Let  me  offer  to  you  two  cases  based  on  the  benefit  levels  prevail- 
ing in  1984,  but  using  the  benefit  determination  rules  which  exist- 
ed prior  to  the  passage  of  the  1980  Disability  Amendments. 

The  first  case  involves  an  SSI  recipient  who  accepts  a  job  paying 
$250  per  month,  and  the  second  relates  to  an  SSI  recipient  who  ac- 
cepts a  job  paying  $350  per  month.  At  the  end  of  the  trial  work 
period,  the  higher  paid  worker  would  lose  the  entire  $314  SSI  pay- 
ment and  end  up  with  a  net  increase  in  gross  income  of  only  $36. 
The  worker  making  $250  on  the  other  hand,  would  still  receive  an 
SSI  payment  of  about  $232  and  end  up  with  a  gross  income  of  $482. 
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The  lower  earning  recipient  would  actually  end  up  with  $132  more 
than  the  higher  earning  recipient. 

Clearly,  any  rational  SSI  recipient  would  choose  the  job  paying 
the  lesser  wage,  if  at  all  possible.  If  only  the  higher  paying  job 
were  available,  and  its  terms  could  not  be  altered,  it  is  doubtful 
that  the  recipient  would  feel  the  job  was  worth  taking. 

Under  the  extended  benefits  provisions,  sections  1619  (a)  and  (b) 
of  the  1980  Social  Security  Disability  Amendments,  the  Congress 
tried  to  remove  these  work  disincentives  by  initiating  a  3-year  dem- 
onstration program,  which  would  continue  cash  payments  and 
medicaid  health  care  coverage  to  working  SSI  recipients  whose 
earnings  were  below  the  Federal  break-even  point  of  $714  per 
month. 

Unfortunately,  the  3-year  extended  benefits  demonstration  was 
scheduled  to  cease  at  the  end  of  1983,  and  the  Congress  has  not  yet 
passed  legislation  to  continue  the  program.  As  of  this  moment,  in- 
dividuals who  become  eligible  for  SSI  benefits  after  December  31, 
1983,  will  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  old  law.  Clearly,  con- 
gressional action  is  needed  to  extend  and  make  permanent  sections 
1619  (a)  and  (b)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  in  order  to  eliminate  the 
substantial  work  disincentives  of  the  SSI  Program  under  the  old 
law. 

Let  me  now  turn  to  the  impact  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconcili- 
ation Act  of  1981,  with  specific  reference  to  the  rehabilit  .on  fi- 
nancing provision. 

The  act  radically  altered  the  financing  of  rehabilitation  services 
for  SSI  and  SSDI  beneficiaries.  Instead  of  paying  for  services  re- 
gardless of  outcome,  the  new  law  permits  reimbursement  of  State 
rehabilitation  agencies  only  if  the  client  is  sustained  in  employ- 
ment paying  the  substantial  gainful  activity  wage  of  $300  per 
month  for  a  continuous  period  of  9  months. 

The  total  dollar  amount  of  reimbursements  claimed  under  the 
new  reimbursement  method  is  miniscule  compared  to  what  was 
claimed  under  the  old.  State  rehabilitation  agencies  had  been  re- 
ceiving from  the  Social  Security  Administration  an  average  of 
about  $150  million  annually  in  reimbursement  of  services  to  SSI 
and  SSDI  beneficiaries.  There  has  been  a  substantial  drop  since 
1981  in  investment  by  State  rehabilitation  agencies  in  SSI  recipi- 
ents, partly  because  of  the  change  in  the  system  of  performance  re- 
imbursement, and  partly  because  of  the  general  erosion  since  the 
mid  seventies  of  the  purchasing  power  of  Federal  and  State  voca- 
tional rehabilitation  budgets. 

Actual  budget  cuts  and  erosion  of  the  purchasing  power  have 
eaten  into  both  the  scope  of  program  activities  and  the  ability  to 
innovate.  These  cutbacks  and  the  erosion  of  the  purchasing  power 
reduce  the  flexibility  of  program  administrators  and  depress  their 
willingness  to  take  risks  with  innovative  techniques.  The  tendency 
is  to  stick  with  safe  client  groups  and  the  perceived  proven  formu- 
lae for  serving  them.  Thus,  among  the  casualties  of  economic  reces- 
sion and  recent  Government  cost-containment  efforts  is  the  dis- 
semination of  innovations  such  as  I  shall  describe  here. 

There  is  evidence  that  certain  psychosocial  rehabilitation  tech- 
niques, which  incorporate  residential,  social,  and  vocational  pro- 
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graming  as  well  as  community  outreach,  may  be  cost-effective  in 
restoring  persons  with  histories  of  severe  mental  illness  to  work. 

Since  1958,  the  Fountain  House  in  New  York  and  an  expanding 
number  of  rehabilitation  programs  throughout  the  United  States 
have  been  demonstrating  the  utility  of  transitional  employment  for 
mentally  ill  persons.  As  of  December  31,  1983,  604  employers 
throughout  the  country  were  providing  part-time  work  opportuni- 
ties to  1,409  psychiatrically  disabled  persons,  whose  total  earnings 
amounted  to  $5.2  million.  The  average  annual  cost  of  providing 
follow-along  services  was  $1,500  per  transitional  employee.  Provid- 
ing follow-along  services  as  part  of  the  total  Fountain  House  pro- 
gram appears  cost-effective  insofar  as  the  earnings  of  the  transi- 
tional employment  participants  throughout  the  country  exceeded 
the  total  costs  by  $3.1  million. 

Accumulating  evidence  also  suggests  that  the  "supported  work" 
approach  to  rehabilitating  mentally  retarded  persons  is  both  repli- 
cable  and  cost-effective. 

Hill  &  Wehman,  in  a  careful  analysis,  documented  the  utility  of 
the  supported  work  model  underlying  Project  Employability,  which 
was  responsible  for  preparing  and  placing  90  moderately  and  se- 
verely handicapped  persons  into  competitive  employment  in  the 
course  of  nearly  4  years.  A  startling  aspect  of  Project  Employabil- 
ity, is  how  the  State  rehabilitation  agency  assessed  the  severity  of 
the  moderately  retarded  program  participants,  whose  median  IQ 
was  48.  Thirty  percent  were  considered  too  severely  disabled  to 
achieve  a  vocational  objective  and  hence  deemed  unfeasible  for 
State  vocational  rehabilitation. 

There  is  need  at  this  time  for  special  efforts  dedicated  to  allocat- 
ing existing  resources  into  supportive  work  activities  for  the  se- 
verely mentally  ill  and  mentally  retarded  citizens  of  this  country. 
Some  of  this  should  take  the  form  of  more  research  into  the  docu- 
mentation of  the  cost-effective  of  innovative  rehabilitation  meth- 
ods. 

Apart  from  a  cure  for  mental  illness  and  mental  retardation, 
nothing  would  be  more  beneficial  to  society  than  discovery  of  cost- 
effective  ways  to  place  and  sustain  severely  disabled  persons  in  jobs 
permitting  partial  or  total  self-support.  Higher  priority  than  is  now 
given  should  go  to  reducing  the  substantial  burden  of  dependency 
which  these  populations  impose  on  taxpayers,  who  must  pay  for 
their  income  support  and  the  services  provided  by  Federal,  State, 
and  local  governments. 

Thank  you. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Dr.  Noble,  thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Dr.  Noble  follows:] 

Prepared  Statement  of  John  H.  Noble,  Jr. 

I  am  pleased  to  appear  before  the  U.S.  Special  Committee  on  Aging  to  offer  testi- 
mony concerning  the  significance  of  the  supplemental  security  income  (SSI)  pro- 
gram for  mentally  ill  and  mentally  retarded  citizens  who  comprise  the  largest  single 
category  of  SSI  recipients.  In  1975,  30.7  percent  of  the  SSI  caseload  consisted  of  per- 
sons with  mental  disorders,  of  whom  17.6  percent  were  classified  as  mentally  ill  and 
13.1  percent  as  mentally  retarded  (U.S.  Senate,  1982).  These  precentages,  applied  to 
the  August  1983  caseload  of  2,284,970  disabled  SSI  recipients.  This  translates  into 
701,480  persons  with  mental  disorders— 402,150  suffering  mental  illness  and  299,300 
diagnosed  as  mentally  retarded. 
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My  testimony  today  summarizes  the  major  findings  and  recommendations  of  the 
analysis  I  prepared  for  the  Special  Committee  on  Aging  at  the  request  of  its  chair- 
man, Senator  John  Heinz.  That  analysis,  entitled  "Rehabilitating  the  SSI  Recipi- 
ent—Overcoming Disincentives  to  Employment  of  Severely  Disabled  Persons,"  re- 
views (a)  the  provisions  of  the  Social  Security  Disability  Amendments  of  1980  per- 
taining to  work  disincentives  in  SSI,  (b)  the  implications  of  the  rehabilitation  reim- 
bursement provisions  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981,  and  (c)  cer- 
tain innovative  rehabilitation  techniques,  including  transitional  employment  serv- 
ices and  supported  work. 

THE  SIGNIFICANCE  OF  THE  SSI  AND  MEDICAID  PROGRAMS 

The  significance  of  the  SSI  and  medicaid  programs  for  mentally  ill  and  mentally 
retarded  citizens  is  best  understood  by  recognizing  that  without  these  benefits  men- 
tally ill  and  mentally  retarded  citizens  are  unable  to  survive  in  the  community. 
When  SSI  benefits  (and  linked  medicaid  health  care  coverage)  are  unjustly  with- 
held, delayed,  or  terminated  by  the  Social  Security  Administration,  State  and  local 
governments  often  have  no  alternative  than  to  confine  mentally  ill  and  mentally 
retarded  citizens  beyond  what  is  considered  therapeutically  necessary  in  overly  re- 
strictive mental  hospitals  or  training  schools  for  the  retarded.  When  State  and  local 
governments  do  this  even  with  the  best  of  intentions,  they  risk  being  sued  under 
Federal  and  State  laws,  which  require  that  mentally  ill  and  mentally  retarded  citi- 
zens be  treated  in  settings  that  are  least  restrictive  of  personal  liberties.  When  State 
and  local  governments  take  no  action,  mentally  ill  and  mentally  retarded  citizens- 
bereft  of  the  income  needed  to  purchase  basic  shelter,  food,  and  clothing— are  forced 
to  live  in  the  streets  amidst  the  growing  homeless  population  throughout  the  United 
States,  or  driven  to  take  more  drastic  action. 

As  the  Special  Committee  on  Aging  knows  from  its  hearings  of  April  7-8,  1983 
(U.S.  Senate,  1983)  concerning  the  manner  in  which  the  Social  Security  Administra- 
tion has  conducted  its  continuing  disability  investigations  of  SSI  and  SSDI  benefici- 
aries, the  consequences  of  inappropriate  government  action  are  sometimes  tragic. 

The  case  of  Gordon  D.  of  Eugene,  OR,  a  childhood  polio  victim  diagnosed  as  para- 
noid schizophrenic,  while  extreme,  epitomizes  the  impact  of  inappropriate  govern- 
ment action.  After  the  Socal  Security  Administration  dropped  him  from  the  disabil- 
ity rolls  and  denied  his  appeal,  he  wrote  to  his  family:  "I  no  longer  have  any  income 
whatsoever  and  there  is  no  way  I  can  work  *  *  *  I  have  no  life  any  more  *  *  *  I 
can't  afford  to  eat  *  *  *  I  don't  even  feel  like  a  man  any  more." 

In  August  1983,  he  committed  suicide  (Mental  Health  Law  Project,  November 
1983).  According  to  the  Mental  Health  Law  Project  (February  1984),  the  Social  Secu- 
rity Administration's  procedures  for  terminating  benefits  and  denying  new  benefits 
have  yielded  an  estimated  $3.4  billion  savings  since  March  1981.  Secretary  of  the 
US  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Margaret  Heckler,  testifying 
before  the  U.S.  Senate  Finance  Committee  on  February  7,  1984,  confirmed  that  the 
continuing  disability  investigations  were  creating  savings  of  $1.1  billion  annually. 
The  social  service' community  is  spending  increasing  amounts  of  time,  energy,  and 
monetary  resources  counseling  clients  on  how  to  get  or  retain  SSI  benefits.  The 
social  service  community  and  its  clients  have  grown  very  defensive  and  distrustful 
of  the  motivations  of  the  Social  Security  Administration.  Almost  daily  press  cover- 
age, including  such  dramatic  headlines  as  "Social  Security  Flouts  Rulings,  Judges 
Say"  (Richmond  Times-Dispatch,  Sunday,  May  13,  1984),  make  it  near  impossible  to 
implement  the  Federal  policy  directed  to  rehabilitating  SSI  recipients  and  thereby 
reducing  the  public  costs  of  disability.  Instead  some  States  are  spending  money  on 
lawyers  and  the  training  of  caseworkers  on  how  to  provide  successful  documentation 
of  eligibility  for  SSI  and  SSDI.  It  is  sad  to  see  so  much  of  society's  scarce  resources 
being  allocated  to  dependency-creating  activities  instead  of  rehabilitation  for  total 
or  partial  self-support.  Eventually,  the  lawyers  and  caseworkers  will  succeed  in  re- 
storing most  of  the  disputed  cases  to  the  SSI  and  SSDI  rolls.  ,  e  •  i 
The  implications  of  these  dependency-creating  activities  provoked  by  the  Social 
Security  Administration's  ill-conceived  efforts  to  secure  short-term  budget  savings 
can  be  judged  by  considering  the  projected  lifetime  benefits  of  the  average  SSI  recip- 
ient Assuming  16  years  on  the  rolls,  the  average  blind  or  disabled  person  in  the 
1981  SSI  caseload  will  receive  lifetime  benefits  of  $43,000  from  the  combination  of 
SSI  and  SSDI.  Some  part  of  the  SSI  caseload  will  survive  to  age  65  and  continue  on 
the  rolls  as  aged  SSI  recipients.  Assuming  18  years  on  the  rolls  as  an  aged  SSI  recip- 
ient, the  average  aged  person  in  the  1981  SSI  caseload  will  receive  lifetime  benefits 
of  $62,844  from  the  combination  of  SSI  and  OASI.  These  estimates  do  not  take  into 


48 

account  recently  received  and  future  cost-of-living  adjustments,  which  increase  the 
expected  value  of  the  lifetime  benefit. 

These  cash  benefit  costs  of  the  SSI  program  are  augmented  by  medicaid  and  medi- 
care expenditures  on  behalf  of  SSI  recipients.  In  1982,  medicaid  spent  nearly  $10.9 
billion  on  3.4  million  persons  age  65  or  older,  $174  million  on  85,000  blind  persons, 
and  $10.5  billion  on  2.8  million  disabled  persons  (Social  Security  Bulletin,  Statistical 
Supplement,  1982).  SSI  recipients  who  also  receive  OASI  or  SSDI  benefits  are  cov- 
ered under  both  the  medicaid  and  medicare  programs. 

Lest  the  SSI  and  SSDI  programs  become  as  litigious  and  costly  to  administer  as 
the  State  workers'  compensation  programs,  there  is  need  for  the  U.S.  Congress  to 
fashion  and  oversee  implementation  of  remedies  such  as  those  contained  in  H.R. 
3755.  The  U.S.  House  of  Representatives  recently  voted  410  to  1  in  favor  of  H.R. 
3755;  the  U.S.  Senate  has  yet  to  act  on  a  comparable  bill. 

WORK  DISINCENTIVES 

The  SSI  program  contains  work  disincentives  which  offset  the  potency  of  rehabili- 
tation and  employment  policies,  such  as  affirmative  action  and  the  targeted  jobs  tax 
credit,  which  would  put  disabled  people  back  to  work.  Prior  to  the  passage  of  the 
1980  Disability  Amendments  to  the  Social  Security  Act,  the  disincentives  for  dis- 
abled and  blind  SSI  recipients  to  return  to  work  were  often  substantial.  As  a  means- 
tested  income  transfer  program,  SSI  serves  the  poorest  and  least  able  of  the  disabled 
population— persons  who  lack  sufficient  prior  work  experience  to  qualify  for  Social 
Security  disability  insurance  (SSDI)  coverage.  The  program  applies  a  very  stringent 
test  of  disability;  namely,  the  inability  to  work  on  a  job  anywhere  in  the  U.S.  econo- 
my paying  a  substantial  gainful  activity  wage  (SGA)  of  $300  per  month  by  reason  of 
a  medically  determinable  physical  or  mental  impairment  expected  to  result  in  death 
or  lasting  or  expected  to  last  for  a  continuous  period  of  at  least  12  months  (Social 
Security  Act,  section  223(d)(1)). 

The  procedure  for  determining  the  amount  of  the  payable  monthly  SSI  benefit  is 
to  disregard  the  first  $20  of  income  from  any  source,  and  to  disregard  the  next  $65 
of  income  if  it  is  obtained  from  earnings.  Thereafter,  benefits  are  reduced  by  $1  for 
every  $2  of  earnings.  After  an  SSI  recipient  begins  to  work,  he  or  she  is  placed  on  a 
9-month  trial  work  period.  If  the  recipient  is  gainfully  employed  and  earning  more 
than  $300  per  month  at  the  end  of  the  trial  work  period,  SSI  payments  are  termi- 
nated. 

Let  us  consider  two  cases  based  on  the  benefit  levels  prevailing  in  1984,  but  using 
the  benefit  determination  rules  which  existed  prior  to  passage  of  the  1980  Social  Se- 
curity Disability  Amendments.  The  first  case  involves  an  SSI  recipient  who  accepts 
a  job  paying  $250  per  month,  and  the  second  relates  to  an  SSI  recipient  who  accepts 
a  job  paying  $350  per  month.  At  the  end  of  the  trial  work  period,  the  higher  paid 
worker  would  lose  the  entire  $314  SSI  payment  and  end  up  with  a  net  increase  in 
gross  income  of  only  $36  ($350 -$314).  The  worker  making  $250,  on  the  other  hand, 
would  still  receive  an  SSI  payment  of  about  $232  ($314-(($250-$85)/2)  and  end  up 
with  a  gross  income  of  $482  ($232 +  $250).  The  lower  earning  recipient  would  actual- 
ly end  up  with  $132  ($482  -  $350)  more  than  the  higher  earning  recipient. 

Clearly,  any  rational  SSI  recipient  would  choose  the  job  paying  the  lesser  wage,  if 
at  all  possible.  If  only  the  higher  paying  job  were  available  and  its  terms  could  not 
be  altered,  it  is  doubtful  that  the  recipient  would  feel  the  job  was  worth  taking. 

Under  the  extended  benefits  provisions  (sections  1619  (a)  and  (b))  of  the  1980 
Social  Security  Disability  Amendments,  the  U.S.  Congress  tried  to  remove  these 
work  disincentives  by  initiating  a  3-year  demonstration  program  which  would  con- 
tinue cash  payments  and  medicaid  health  care  coverage  to  working  SSI  recipients 
whose  earnings  were  below  the  Federal  break-even  point  of  $714  per  month.  The 
recipient  making  $350,  given  as  an  example,  would  continue  to  receive  an  SSI  pay- 
ment of  about  $182  and  enjoy  a  gross  income  of  about  $532.  This  amount  would 
seem  to  provide  a  reasonable  incentive  to  work,  unless  taxes  and  work  and  medical 
expenses  consumed  too  large  a  portion  of  the  $216  income  increase  over  the  $314 
SSI  benefit  that  the  recipient  would  expect  to  receive  without  any  work  effort. 

Unfortunately,  the  3-year  extended  benefits  demonstration  was  scheduled  to  cease 
at  the  end  of  1983,  and  the  U.S.  Congress  has  not  yet  passed  legislation  to  continue 
the  program.  As  of  this  moment,  individuals  who  become  eligible  for  SSI  benefits 
after  December  31,  1983  will  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  old  law  (Federal  Reg- 
ister, March  15.  1984):  A  job  paying  $350  per  month  at  the  end  of  the  9-month  trial 
work  period  yields  a  net  income  improvement  of  $36  over  the  monthly  SSI  payment 
of  $314  for  a  single  individual.  Taking  the  $3-50  per  month  job  leads  to  the  loss  of 
both  cash  benefits  and  medicaid  coverage,  unless  the  recipient  happens  to  live  in  a 
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State  where  the  medicaid  plan  will  provide  continuing  health  care  under  the  "work- 
ing poor"  coverage  option. 

Clearly,  congressional  action  is  needed  to  extend  and  make  permanent  sections 
1619(a)  and  (b)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  in  order  to  eliminate  the  substantial  work 
disincentives  of  the  SSI  program  under  the  old  law. 

INNOVATION  AND  THE  OMNIBUS  BUDGET  RECONCILATION  ACT  OF  1981 

The  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981  (Public  Law  97-35)  radically  al- 
tered the  financing  of  rehabilitation  services  for  SSI  and  SSDI  beneficiaries.  Instead 
of  paying  for  services  regardless  of  outcome,  the  new  law  permits  reimbursement  of 
State  rehabilitation  agencies  only  if  the  client  is  sustained  in  employment  paying 
the  substantial  gainful  activity  wage  of  $300  per  month  for  a  continuous  period  of  9 
months. 

The  new  method  of  financing  rehabilitation  was  devised  to  overcome  the  per- 
ceived indifference  of  the  old  method  to  rehabilitating  the  maximum  number  of  dis- 
abled and  blind  SSI  and  SSDI  beneficiaries  into  significant  productive  activity.  By 
establishing  a  system  of  performance  reimbursement,  it  was  believed  that  rehabili- 
tation outcomes  would  be  improved  at  least  cost  to  the  Federal  Government. 
Through  December  30,  1983  the  Social  Security  Administration  had  approved  only 
325  claims  for  reimbursement  from  30  of  the  79  State  rehabilitation  agencies 
throughout  the  United  States,  ranging  from  $86,000  to  less  than  $2  (SSA,  1984).  The 
total  dollar  amount  of  reimbursements  claimed  under  the  new  reimbursement 
method  is  miniscule  compared  to  what  was  claimed  under  the  old.  State  rehabilita- 
tion agencies  had  been  receiving  from  the  Social  Security  Administration  an  aver- 
age of  $150  million  annually  in  reimbursement  of  services  to  SSI  and  SSDI  benefici- 
aries (U.S.  Department  of  Education,  1984). 

Since  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981  was  enacted,  there  has  been 
a  substantial  drop  in  investment  by  State  rehabilitation  agencies  in  SSI  recipients, 
partly  because  of  the  change  to  a  system  of  performance  reimbursement  and  partly 
because  of  the  general  erosion  since  the  mid-1970's  of  the  purchasing  power  of  Fed- 
eral and  State  vocational  rehabilitation  budgets.  Budget  increases  in  the  Federal- 
State  vocational  rehabilitation  program  have  not  been  keeping  pace  with  inflation 
for  some  time  now,  and  have  caused  a  decline  in  the  total  number  of  cases  served  by 
State  rehabilitation  agencies.  During  the  5-year  period  from  fiscal  year  1975  to  fiscal 
year  1979,  for  example,  the  number  of  cases  served  by  State  rehabilitation  agencies 
declined  by  0.71  percent  for  each  percentage  point  reduction  in  1975  constant  dollar 
purchasing  power  (Noble,  1981).  More  recently,  the  1979  constant  dollar  value  of  the 
fiscal  year  1983  Federal  appropriation  of  $943.9  million  for  the  Federal-State  voca- 
tionpl  rehabilitation  program  in  the  United  States  had  declined  to  $715,268  million. 
Actual  budget  cuts  and  the  erosion  of  the  purchasing  power  of  the  vocational  re- 
habilitation dollar  have  eaten  into  both  the  scope  of  program  activities  and  the  abil- 
ity to  innovate.  A  survey  of  the  experience  from  fiscal  year  1979  to  fiscal  year  1983 
of  the  California,  Oklahoma,  West  Virginia,  and  Michigan  rehabilitation  agencies— 
before  and  after  the  passage  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981— 
indicates  a  very  substantial  drop  in  the  total  number  of  clients,  including  SSI  recipi- 
ents, who  received  services  after  fiscal  year  1981.  As  might  be  expected,  the  extent 
of  the  decline  in  services  has  paralleled  the  severity  of  the  economic  recession 
among  the  States:  California  (7.6  percent),  Oklahoma  (10.8  percent).  West  Virginia 
(25.9  percent),  and  Michigan  (33.9  percent).  The  percentage  decline  in  services  to  bSl 
recipients  was  steeper  than  for  the  rest  of  the  caseload  in  all  States  except  Califor- 
nia: California  (  +  10.6  percent),  Oklahoma  (14.6  percent),  West  Virginia  (62.6  per- 
cent) and  Michigan  (50.2  percent).  The  actual  increase  in  services  to  SSI  recipients 
in  California  after  fiscal  year  1981  is  attributable  to  a  Republican  administration 
which  continued  to  place  high  priority  on  reducing  SSI  dependency  through  the  pro- 
vision of  rehabilitative  services.  . 

Budget  cutbacks  and  the  erosion  of  the  purchasing  power  of  the  vocational  reha- 
bilitation dollar  reduce  the  flexibility  of  program  administrators  and  depress  their 
willingness  to  take  risks  with  innovative  techniques.  The  tendency  is  to  stick  with 
the  "safe"  client  groups  and  the  perceived  "proven"  formulae  for  serving  them. 
Thus,  among  the  casualties  of  economic  recession  and  recent  government  cost-con- 
tainment efforts  is  the  dissemination  of  innovations,  such  as  those  that  are  de- 
scribed  h6re. 

There  is  evidence  that  certain  psychosocial  rehabilitation  techniques,  which  incor- 
porate residential,  social,  and  vocational  programing  as  well  as  community  out- 
reach, may  be  cost-effective  in  restoring  persons  with  histories  of  severe  mental  ill- 
ness to  work.  Two  programs— Thresholds  in  Chicago  and  Fountain  House  in  New 
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York — provide  the  best  information  on  what  can  be  accomplished  by  committed  and 
skillful  mental  health  practitioners. 

An  economic  analysis  of  the  Thresholds  program  in  Chicago  showed  that,  6 
months  after  treatment  ended,  competitive  employment  was  positively  related  to 
the  length  of  program  participation  (Bond,  1982).  While  6  months  may  be  too  short  a 
period  of  time  from  which  to  infer  lasting  employment  results,  the  evidence  suggests 
that  the  program  participants  had  increased  their  employment  potential,  and  did 
not  suffer  a  significantly  higher  rehospitalization  rate  as  a  consequence  of  the  in- 
creased stress  associated  with  employment.  The  annual  benefits  from  employment 
($4,083  per  client)  outweighed  the  costs  of  rehospitalization  ($962  per  client),  but  no 
data  were  reported  on  the  full  costs  of  achieving  these  results  for  the  101  chronical- 
ly mentally  ill  persons  involved. 

Since  1958,  the  Fountain  House  in  New  York  and  an  expanding  number  of  reha- 
bilitation programs  throughout  the  United  States  have  been  demonstrating  the  util- 
ity of  transitional  employment  for  mentally  ill  persons  (Fountain  House,  1982).  As 
of  December  31,  1983,  604  employers  throughout  the  country  were  providing  part- 
time  work  opportunities  to  1,409  psychiatrical  ly  disabled  persons,  whose  total  earn- 
ings amounted  to  $5,225,806.  According  to  Dr.  Thomas  J.  Malamud,  research  direc- 
tor of  Fountain  House,  preliminary  estimates  put  the  average  annual  cost  of  provid- 
ing follow-along  services  at  $1,500  per  transitional  employee.  Providing  follow-along 
services  as  part  of  the  total  Fountain  House  program  appears  cost-effective  insofar 
as  the  earnings  of  the  transitional  employment  program  participants  throughout 
the  country  exceeded  the  costs  by  $3,112,306  ($5,225,806  minus  $2,113,500).  More  re- 
fined analysis  of  program  costs  is  currently  underway. 

Accumulating  evidence  suggests  that  the  "supported  work"  approach  to  rehabili- 
tating mentally  retarded  persons  is  both  replicable  and  cost-effective.  The  STETS 
"structured  training  and  employment  transitional  services")  demonstration  pro- 
gram, funded  by  the  Ford  Foundation  and  the  U.S.  Department  of  Labor,  was  imple- 
mented in  five  demonstration  sites,  located  in  New  York,  Cincinnati,  St.  Paul, 
Tucson,  and  Los  Angeles,  and  involved  agencies  with  experience  in  providing  voca- 
tional rehabilitative  services  to  mentally  retarded  persons  (Manpower  Demonstra- 
tion Research  Corporation,  1982). 

The  STETS  model  consists  of  three  phases:  (1)  Assessment  and  work  readiness,  (2) 
transitional  services,  and  (3)  post-placement  support  services.  Phase  1  participants 
engage  in  at  least  20  hours  per  week  of  productive  work,  and  spend  additional  time 
in  travel  training,  work-of-work  orientation,  and  other  activities  geared  to  place- 
ment in  a  phase  2  job.  Phase  2  participants  work  at  least  30  hours  per  week  in  jobs 
with  local  employers  who  have  agreed  to  hire  them  as  regular  employees  after  they 
have  satisfied  the  demands  of  the  job  and  have  reached  the  required  level  of  produc- 
tivity. While  phase  2  jobs  may  be  partially  subsidized  by  the  STETS  program,  the 
local  employer  is  expected  to  pay  a  substantial  part,  sometimes  the  entire  wage. 
Phase  3  participants  become  regular,  unsubsidized  employees  of  a  local  employer. 
The  STETS  program  provides  up  to  6  months  of  post-placement  support  services,  in- 
cluding tracking  the  progress  of  participants  and  developing  any  needed  linkages 
with  local  service  agencies  in  anticipation  of  complete  withdrawal. 

The  STETS  program  began  in  the  fall  of  1981  and  operated  during  the  worst  of 
the  economic  recession  before  shutting  down  because  of  withdrawal  of  support  by  its 
funding  sources.  The  program  reached  a  maximum  size  of  40  to  50  slots  for  the 
mildly  retarded  (average  LQ.  of  64)  participants  in  each  of  the  five  demonstration 
sites.  Although  the  structured  training  component  of  STETS  ran  smoothly,  the  re- 
cession caused  job  development  problems  in  terms  of  obtaining  appropriate  and 
timely  job  opportunities  for  program  participants.  Nevertheless,  40  percent  of  the 
participants  were  placed  in  competitive  jobs  paying  an  average  hourly  wage  of 
$3.68 — slightly  higher  than  the  $3.35  minimum  wage.  Some  of  the  unsuccessful 
cases  were  placed  in  less  than  minimum  wage  and  sheltered  workshop  jobs.  At  6 
months  follow  up,  only  13  percent  of  the  STETS  control  group  was  in  regular  em- 
ployment. 

The  total  STETS  program  cost,  including  the  extra  costs  at  each  site  of  imple- 
menting the  research  protocol,  was  nearly  $7,000  per  participant  for  7  to  8  months 
of  services.  While  not  cheap,  this  cost  must  be  compared  with  the  $6,000  annual  sub- 
sidy cost  of  a  sheltered  workshop  slot  in  New  York  during  the  time  of  the  demon- 
stration. The  high  startup  costs  of  the  STETS  program  and  its  brief  duration  before 
shutdown  probably  accounts  for  the  $7,000  program  cost  per  participant.  A  full  cost- 
benefit  analysis  is  underway  and  is  scheduled  for  completion  by  April  30,  1985. 

Hill  and  Wehman  (1983)  have  documented  the  utility  of  the  supported  work  model 
underlying  "Project  Employment,"  which  was  responsible  for  preparing  and  placing 
90  moderately  and  severely  handicapped  persons  into  competitive  employment  in 
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the  course  of  nearly  4  years.  The  cost-cost  benefit  analysis  focuses  on  the  amount  of 
public  money  saved  as  a  result  of  the  program  activity,  and  reports  a  net  savings  to 
the  taxpayer  of  $90,376— the  difference  between  $620,576  in  public  funds  that  would 
have  otherwise  been  spent  and  the  program  costs  of  $530,300.  The  cumulative  earn- 
ings of  the  90  clients  exceeded  $500,000. 

A  startling  aspect  of  "Project  Employability"  is  how  the  State  rehabilitation 
agency  assessed  the  severity  of  the  moderately  retarded  (median  I.Q.  of  48)  program 
participants:  30  percent  were  considered  too  severely  disabled  to  achieve  a  vocation- 
al objective  and  hence  deemed  unfeasible  for  State  agency  services;  with  only  a 
single  exception,  the  rest  were  rated  as  "severe."  As  of  December  1983,  nearly  50 
percent  of  the  number  placed  into  competitive  employment  were  presently  em- 
ployed; 18  percent  have  resigned;  11  have  been  laid  off  due  to  economic  conditions; 
and  21  percent  were  terminated  by  the  employer. 

Considering  the  stereotypical  thinking  about  the  employability  of  moderately  and 
severely  mentally  retarded  persons,  "Project  Employability"  is  a  remarkable 
achievement.  But  it  need  not  remain  an  isolated  one.  The  techniques  of  supported 
work  are  replicable  anywhere.  Revel,  Wehman  &  Arnold  (1983)  report  the  existence 
of  other  sites  in  Vermont,  Washington,  Ohio,  Illinois,  and  Massachusetts  where  the 
supported  work  model  is  being  successfully  employed,  and  argue  that  "State  voca- 
tional rehabilitation  agencies  must  now  take  the  lead  in  integrating  the  supported 
work  model  into  community  services  if  the  Federal-State  VR  program  is  to  fulfill  its 
responsibility  as  the  public  program  responsible  for  the  employment  of  persons  with 
severe  handicaps." 

At  this  time,  there  is  need  for  renewed  Federal  Government  leadership  in  dis- 
seminating and  supporting  the  adoption  of  innovative  rehabilitation  techniques. 

Starting  with  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981,  the  U.S.  Congress 
should  consider  modifying  the  conditions  of  the  performance  reimbursement  system 
so  as  to  give  State  rehabilitation  agencies  greater  incentive  to  serve  disabled  SSI 
recipients.  Under  the  act,  payment  for  services  will  not  be  made  until  the  SSI  recipi- 
ent has  remained  on  a  job  paying  the  substantial  gainful  activity  (SGA)  wage  of 
$300  per  month  for  9  months.  The  hiatus  between  the  time  resources  are  expended 
and  the  time  reibursement  is  made  causes  budget  problems  for  State  rehabilitation 
agencies.  Reimbursement  for  services  should  be  made,  either  at  the  time  that  place- 
ment is  made  in  a  job  paying  the  SGA  way  or  after  2-month's  followup,  with  an 
additional  allowance  for  post-placement  or  supported  work  services. 

Additionally,  there  is  need  to  expand  the  financing  of  supported  work  for  mental- 
ly ill,  mentally  retarded,  and  other  severely  disabled  persons  by  redirecting  the  use 
of  existing  program  authorities  and  funds  for  the  purpose.  Among  the  possibilities 
are: 

—Redirecting  funds  now  spent  by  State  rehabilitation  agencies  in  purchase-of- 

service  arrangements  that  do  not  lead  to  competitive  employment. 
—Reorienting  sheltered  workshops  to  provide  supported  work  job  placement  and 

followup  services. 
—Using  Job  Training  Partnership  Act  (JTPA)  funds  to  support  training  and  em- 
ployment staff  and  to  pay  for  such  client-related  expenses  as  assessment,  wage 
subsidies  for  on-the-job  training,  and  transportation. 
—Increasing  the  funding  of  Projects  with  Industry  (PWI)  under  the  Rehabilitation 
Act  of  1973,  as  amended,  and  incorporating  the  compatible  supported  work 
methodology  into  the  PWI  program. 
—Encouraging  cooperative  programing  ventures  which  combine  JTPA,  State  and 
local  mental  health  and  mental  retardation,  and  Federal-State  vocational  reha- 
bilitation funds  in  underwriting  supported  work  projects. 
—Earmarking  funds  within  the  discretionary  and  special  project  and  R.  &  D.  au- 
thorities of  relevant  Federal  programs;  e.g.,  part  A,  subpart  3  of  the  Vocational 
Education  Act,  which  supports  program  improvement  and  supportive  services, 
as  well  as  section  103  and  part  b,  subpart  2,  which  funds  programs  of  national 
significance;  section  311(a)(1)  of  the  Rehabilitation  Act  of  1973,  as  amended, 
which  supports  projects  for  the  severely  disabled;  and  section  301  of  the  Public 
Health  Services  Act,  which  authorize  research  and  demonstration  activities; 
and 
—Directing  support  for  more  refined  research  into  the  cost-effectiveness  of  the 
supported  work  model  for  mentally  ill,  mentally  retarded,  and  other  severely 
disabled  populations  through  the  program  and  budget  authorities  of  the  Nation- 
al Institute  of  Handicapped  Research  (NIHR)  and  the  National  Institute  of 
Mental  Health  (NIMH). 
Apart  from  a  cure  for  mental  illness  and  mental  retardation,  nothing  more  bene- 
ficial for  societv  could  be  found  than  discovery  of  cost-effective  ways  to  place  and 
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sustain  severely  disabled  persons  in  jobs  permitting  total  or  partial  self-support. 
Higher  priority  than  is  now  given  should  go  to  reducing  the  substantial  burden  of 
dependency  which  these  populations  impose  on  taxpayers,  who  must  pay  for  their 
income  support  and  the  services  provided  by  Federal,  State,  and  local  governments.. 
Finally,  the  Targeted  Jobs  Tax  Credit  (TJTC)  program  is  proving  its  worth  as  a 
valuable  adjunct  to  the  supported  work  model  (Hill  &  Wehman,  1983).  It  provides  to 
employers  up  to  $4,500  in  tax  credits  over  2  years  for  each  eligible  worker.  If  the 
U.S.  Congress  extends  the  program  by  enacting  S.  2185,  introduced  by  Senator 
Heinz  and  25  cosponsors,  it  will  continue  to  provide  a  financial  incentive  to  hesitant 
employers  who  might  not  otherwise  hire  a  severely  disabled  person. 
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Chairman  Heinz.  Dr.  Schulz? 

STATEMENT  OF  JAMES  H.  SCHULZ,  PH.D.,  PROFESSOR  OF  ECO- 
NOMICS AND  DIRECTOR  OF  POLICY  STUDIES,  POLICY  CENTER 
ON  AGING,  BRANDEIS  UNIVERSITY,  WALTHAM,  MA 

Dr.  Schulz.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  James  Schulz,  professor  of  eco- 
nomics, Brandeis  University  and  director  of  poUcy  studies  at  that 
university's  PoUcy  Center  on  Aging.  I  am  a  recent  past  president  of 
the  Gerontological  Society  of  America;  I  am  author  of  a  book,  "The 
Economics  of  Aging,"  now  in  its  third  edition.  The  last  20  years  of 
my  professional  career — in  fact,  my  whole  professional  career — has 
been  devoted  to  looking  into  and  assessing  the  economic  situation 
and  the  problems  of  older  people. 

I  must  say  that  nothing  in  that  background  and  career  really 
prepared  me  for  the  surprises  that  were  in  store  when  the  commit- 
tee asked  me  to  present  and  prepare  for  them  an  overview  paper 
on  SSI.  I  had  really  assumed  that  a  lot  of  what  I  had  read  was 
true,  that  the  program  had  achieved  most  of  its  goals,  that  it  was  a 
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major  step  forward,  and  that  the  problems  today  were  relatively 
minor.  I  think  my  paper  shows  that  these  assumptions  are  not 
true.  At  least,  that  was  the  conclusion  I  personally  reached  at  the 
end  of  my  assignment  of  preparing  a  paper  for  the  committee. 

I  will  not  summarize  my  paper  at  this  time.  However,  I  do  want 
to  make  at  the  outset  of  my  remarks  one  general  comment,  based 
on  that  paper's  review  of  available  information  and  the  experience 
regarding  SSI. 

My  general  comment  is  this.  SSI  is  clearly  an  improvement  over 
the  public  assistance  provisions  that  operated  before  1974.  But  SSI 
is  still  far  from  achieving  the  promises  or  the  hopes  articulated 
when  it  was  created.  I  think  the  adequacy  of  its  benefits  is  subject 
to  challenge.  The  program  is  clearly  not  easy  to  administer.  Many 
people  are  kept  out  of  the  program  who  are  truly  needy.  And  many 
of  those  who  are  eligible  for  benefits  still  do  not  participate. 

SSI  is  part  of  a  broad  set  of  public  and  private  income  mainte- 
nance programs  we  have  set  up  in  this  country.  It  was  designed  to 
complement  Social  Security  Old  Age  and  Survivors  Insurance.  But 
as  my  paper  points  out,  and  many  others  before  me  have  stressed, 
there  is  considerable  overlap  between  OASI  and  SSI  with  regard  to 
providing  minimum  income  to  the  elderly— that  is,  providing  that 
critical  basic  floor  of  protection. 

The  national  controversy  over  this  issue  that  began  in  the  1930's 
really  continues  today.  My  view  of  SSI  has  given  me  a  new  appre- 
ciation for  the  skillful  job  Congress  has  done  in  developing  the  old 
age  and  survivors  program,  attempting  to  deal  with  this  controver- 
sial issue. 

I  realize  that  in  recent  years,  there  has  been  much  criticism  of 
Social  Security  in  this  area,  and  numerous  proposals  have  been 
made  to  make  Social  Security  more  like  private  insurance.  But 
when  I  look  at  SSI  today,  I  view  with  great  alarm  the  proposals 
that  have  been  made  to  "take  the  welfare  out  of  Social  Security" 
and  add  millions  of  people  to  the  SSI  rolls.  These  reformers,  I 
think,  just  have  not  looked  close  enough  at  the  reality  of  SSI.  They 
are  still  in  the  world  of  a  conceptual  dream.  As  I  said  at  the  begm- 
ning,  and  I  want  to  stress  again,  SSI  still  leaves  much  to  be  de- 
sired, and  my  paper  discusses  most  of  the  problems  that  remain. 
There  are  many  things  that  need  to  be  looked  at  by  the  Congress. 
I  am  going  to  mention  just  three  of  them  this  morning.  Three 
major  points  need  to  be  stressed. 

First,  in  assessing  the  adequacy  of  SSI,  we  should  never  forget 
the  unscientific  and  political  origins  of  our  official  measures  of  pov- 
erty. 

Second,  Congress  should  appreciate  the  potential  that  now  exists 
for  moving  away  from  mandatory  supplementation  of  SSI  by  the 
States 

And  finally,  in  my  opinion,  eligibility  levels  for  SSI,  especially 
the  assets  test,  need  to  be  changed  as  soon  as  possible. 

If  time  were  available,  I  would  amplify  on  these  three  points,  but 
since  the  hour  is  late,  I  think  what  I  will  do  is  just  leave  the  three 
issues  in  your  mind.  I  have  a  handout  that  I  have  supplied  the 
committee.  Most  of  the  information  is  already  in  my  paper.  But  I 
do  want  to  stress  the  fact  that  when  I  prepared  my  paper,  I  was 
amazed  to  find  out  what  we  did  not  know  about  SSI.  There  were 
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many  answers  I  could  not  obtain.  Much  information  was  lacking 
for  the  paper.  For  example,  in  the  area  of  the  asset  test  and  how  it 
is  affecting  the  aged  of  this  country,  we  know  almost  nothing. 

I  think  the  committee  certainly  is  to  be  commended  for  begin- 
ning the  long  job  that  lies  ahead  in  terms  of  finding  out  what  we 
do  and  do  not  know  and  in  developing  improvements  for  the  future 
in  terms  of  the  SSI  Program. 

Thank  you. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Dr.  Schulz,  thank  you  very  much. 

[The  handout  referred  to  by  Dr.  Schulz  follows:] 
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CHAKT  1 
CALCULATING  THE  POVERTY  LEVEL 

(1)  TAKE  AN  "OUTDATED"  DOA  EMERGENCY  FOOD  BUDGET 

(2)  ESTIMATE  THE  RETAIL  COST  OF  THE  FOOD  (SINGLE  INblVIDUAL)   $1,653 

(3)  MULTIPLY  THE  FOOD  COST  BY  THREE  X   3 

(4)  EQUALS  THE  "OFFICIAL"  POVERTY  LEVEL  =  $4,959 
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TABIE  1 
SSI  LEVELS 


Individual  Couple 

1974      1984  1974      1984 


(a)  Federal  SSI        $  1,716    $  3,768       $  2,574    $  5,664 

(b)  Poverty  Level        2,364     4,958         2,982     6,293 

(c)  Ratio:  (a)/(b)       73%      76%  86%      90% 
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CHART  2 
HANDOUT  C 

DIFFERENCES^  IN  >yiXIMUM  PAYMENT  LB'ELS 
FOR  INTDIVIDUALS  A.\D  COUPLES,  19S-C 


Individuals 


at  federal  mini7-,um 


+$1-49 


$50-99      8  states 


+S100- 
1A9' 


•1  state 


S150+  3  states 


24  states 


15  states 


at  federal  mininum 


-Sl-49 


2d  states 


11  states 


E3 


+S50-99    6  states 


+S100 
-149 


$150 
-199 


3  states 


1  state 


$200+     4  states 


^Figure  shows  monthly  differences. 


^See  footnotes,  Table  2. 
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TABLE  2 
SSI  INCOME  AND  ASSET  LIMITS 


Income  Disregards: 

a 
Unearned  Income 

b 


Earned  Income 


1974 


$20 
S65 


1984 


$20 
$65 


1984 


Legislated       Actual     Indexed  Amount 


$39 
$126 


Asset  Exclusions: 

Overall  amount    (individ)     $1,500 
(couple)     $2,250 


Automobile 

Household  goods  and 
Personal  effects 

Insurance  (face  value) 

Burial 
Home  value 


$1,200 


S 1 , 500 
$2,250 

$4,500 


$2,910 
$4,365 

$2,328 


$1,500 

$2,000 

$2,910 

$1,500 

$1,500 

$2,910 

o'^ 

$1,500 

e 

;25,000^ 

All 

e 

Source:   Program  statistics,  updated  by  CPI  figures  published  by  the 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 

^Technically  this  disregard  includes  both  unearned  and  earned  income. 

Fifty  percent  of  earnings  over  $65  is  also  disregarded. 

'^Originally,  if  a  burial  trust  was  irrevocable  or  a  plot  was  not  legally 
salable,  it  was  not  considered  by  the  Social  Security  Administration  to 
be  a  countable  resource. 

Based  on  changes  in  CPI  through  1983. 

wot  applicable. 

$35,000  in  Alaska  and  Hawaii. 


59 

Chairman  Heinz.  Let  me  ask  Professor  Schulz,  one  of  the  recom- 
mendations you  mentioned  that  we  should  take  seriously  is  that  we 
should  move  away  from  the  mandatory  supplementation  of  SSI  by 
the  States.  Could  you  elaborate  on  that? 

Dr.  Schulz.  Yes.  In  the  handout,  chart  2,  I  presented  a  list  for 
individuals  and  couples  of  how  many  States  are  currently  provid- 
ing the  Federal  minimum  and  how  many  are  providing  supplemen- 
tation. 

The  thing  that  surprises  me — and  it  seems  to  suggest  the  need 
for  addressing  the  question  of  whether  mandatory  supplementation 
is  necessary — is  the  fact  that  the  amount  of  supplementation  is  rel- 
atively small.  It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  a  potential  for  now 
moving  away  from  State  supplementation.  Of  course,  what  I  think 
would  be  necessary  to  do  that  is  for  the  Congress  to  move  the  levels 
of  SSI  closer  to  the  official  poverty  levels.  For  a  single  individual, 
SSI  is  currently  three-quarters  of  the  poverty  level.  What  if  we 
moved  half  the  distance,  moving  the  amount  up  by  a  relatively 
small  amount?  The  current  gap  is  about  $100.  If  we  moved  up  by 
$50,  many  of  the  States  that  currently  are  required  to  supplement 
would  no  longer  have  to.  That  has  the  potential,  I  think,  of  allow- 
ing the  Federal  Government  to  move  out  of  the  mandating  busi- 
ness, leaving  the  initiative  with  regard  to  supplementation  to  the 
States.  It  opens  up  the  whole  area  for  discussion  of  administration 
and  the  possible  simplification  of  administration,  particularly  the 
regulations  that  come  out  of  Washington. 

Chairman  Heinz.  You  have  been  referring  to  the  handouts  and 
chart  2? 

Chairman  Heinz.  And  if  I  read  that  correctly,  24  States  are  at 
the  minimum— I  am  talking  individuals— and  there  are  15  States 
that  supplement 

Dr.  Schulz.  By  less  than  $50  a  month  in  terms  of  maximum  pay- 
ment levels  for  individuals;  less  than  $50  a  month. 

Chairman  Heinz.  I  understand  that.  But  just  so  I  understand  the 
way  the  chart  reads,  they  are  doing  more  than  the  24  States 
above — even  if  it  is  not  much  more. 

Dr.  Schulz.  Yes,  definitely,  definitely. 

Chairman  Heinz.  I  just  wanted  to  be  sure  I  was  reading  it  right. 

Dr.  Schulz.  And  many  of  them  are  required  to  do  that  under 
Federal  law  through  the  mandating  of  supplementation.  That  is, 
they  are  doing  better  than  the  original  minimum  that  was  set  in 
the  legislation  of  1972,  which  went  into  operation  in  1974. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Now,  your  concern  is  really  twofold  here.  One, 
the  States  are  not  doing  very  much  and  therefore  are  not  coming 
up  to  the  poverty  level;  as  I  understand  it,  that  is  one  of  your  prob- 
lems. .    _,     .r 

Dr.  Schulz.  Yes;  that  is  correct.  And  over  the  10-year  period,  it 
you  look  at  the  data,  the  job  they  have  been  doing  has  been  eroded 
away,  primarily  as  a  result  of  inflation.  The  fact  is  that  they  have 
not  been  keeping  up. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Over  that  period,  has  the  Federal  Government, 
relatively  speaking,  been  doing  more,  less,  or  about  the  same? 

Dr.  Schulz.  With  regard  to  SSI? 

Chairman  Heinz.  Yes. 
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Dr.  ScHULZ.  With  regard  to  payment  levels,  they  are  not  doing 
anything  more.  We  have  had  one  real  SSI  increase  as  a  result  of 
the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1983.  This  was  tied  to  a  Social 
Security  OASI  decrease  in  terms  of  the  6-month  delayed  indexing 
of  Social  Security  benefits.  Other  than  that,  SSI  benefits  have  been 
increased  only  for  inflation.  There  have  been  no  real  increases. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Well,  as  I  read  table  1,  I  would  read  it  slightly 
differently,  I  guess,  which  is  we  are  doing  slightly  more  as  a  per- 
centage of  the  poverty  level  than  we  were  doing  in  1974. 

Dr.  ScHULZ.  That  is  correct.  And  that  comes  primarily,  if  not  ex- 
clusively, from  the  1983  Social  Security  Amendments,  in  which  the 
SSI  level  was  raised  to  in  part  compensate  for  the  6-month  delay  in 
the  automatic  adjustment  for  cost-of-living— a  small  improvement. 

Chairman  Heinz.  But  I  gather  that  is  the  major  improvement 
that  has  been  made  in  SSI  over  the  last  10  years. 

Dr.  ScHULZ.  To  my  knowledge,  that  is  the  only  improvement. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Well,  it  is  nice  to  know  that  the  Republican 
Senate  and  the  Reagan  administration  did  one  thing  right.  Maybe 
we  have  done  more  than  one  thing  right. 

The  other  reason,  as  I  understand  your  rationale,  for  a  higher 
Federal  level,  is  to  simplify  administration  of  the  program;  is  that 
correct? 

Dr.  ScHULZ.  That  is  correct,  yes. 

Chairman  Heinz.  What  is  the  interplay  between  the  State  sup- 
plements and  the  Federal  elements  of  the  program  that  complicate 
its  administration? 

Dr.  ScHULZ.  My  judgment  does  not  come  from  firsthand  knowl- 
edge, but  mainly  from  reading  congressional  testimony. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Oh,  you  will  go  crazy  if  you  read  that. 

Dr.  ScHULZ.  Mainly  from  testimony  by  the  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration in  terms  of  the  Commissioners'  explanations  for  ad- 
ministrative problems  that  they  have  had  in  the  past.  I  did  at- 
tempt, when  I  was  preparing  the  paper,  to  begin  talking  to  people 
and  exploring  what  was  actually  going  on  administratively.  I  real- 
ized quite  quickly  that  that  was  a  job  that  would  require  much 
more  time  than  the  committee  would  allow  me  in  preparing  the 
paper,  so  I  gave  it  up  very  quickly,  I  think  wisely. 

But  the  record  as  it  has  been  presented  over  the  past  10  years  is 
clear.  Each  Commissioner  who  has  spoken  to  the  point  has  argued, 
I  think  somewhat  persuasively,  that  supplementation  and  the  man- 
dating of  supplementation  has  greatly  complicated  the  administra- 
tive process.  And,  therefore,  I  suggest  to  you  that  this  is  an  area  to 
look  into  quite  closely.  I,  myself,  cannot  guarantee  that  one  can  go 
as  far  as  we  would  like  in  terms  of  dealing  with  general  adminis- 
trative problems. 

Chairman  Heinz.  You  mentioned  your  third  point,  the  assets 
test,  and  we  did  have  some  discussion  about  the  assets  test  here 
today  and  the  problems  with  it.  Did  we  miss  anything — were  you 
here  for  the  discussion  earlier? 

Dr.  ScHULZ.  Yes;  I  was. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Was  there  anything  that  we  missed  in  our  dis- 
cussion of  the  assets  test  in  the  way  of  problems,  or  have  you  got  a 
few  others  that  you  would  like  to  bring  to  our  attention  here? 
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Dr.  ScHULZ.  Well,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  one  remark  that  you 
made  about  the  margin,  if  you  exceed  the  test  by  $1  or  $2,  really 
gets  to  the  heart  of  the  matter.  When  I  worked  on  my  paper,  I 
tried  to  get  the  answer  to  how  many  people  who  are  ineligible  for 
Social  Security  as  a  result  of  the  asset  test  are  just  over  the  margin 
by  some  relatively  small  asset  amount,  yet  are  eligible  as  far  as 
income  is  concerned,  which  would  establish  a  prima  facie  case  that 
they  are  needy. 

I  went  all  around  Washington  asking  that  question,  and  I  was  as- 
tounded to  find  out  that  no  one  knew  the  answer.  What  you  find  in 
my  paper  is  a  variety  of  data  that  indicates  that  there  are  a  lot  of 
people  with  just  a  small  amount  of  assets.  These  data  indicate, 
therefore,  that  this  is  a  serious  problem  for  a  significant  number  of 
people  who  are  indeed  needy. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Now,  the  way  I  understand  that  information  is 
collected  by  the  system,  there  is  at  some  point  a  determination 
made  that  you  are  over  the  asset  test  in  some  way,  and  in  the  case 
of  a  bank  account,  by  some  amount.  While  it  would  seem  simple  to 
you  and  me  that  such  information,  having  been  collected,  would 
also,  therefore,  be  available  for  research  and  analysis,  your  finding 

is  that 

Dr.  ScHULZ.  It  has  not  been  collected  and  analyzed,  to  the  best  of 
my  knowledge. 

Chairman  Heinz.  It  has  not  been  collected,  but  to  the  best  of 
your  understanding,  it  exists;  it  is  just  not  accessible? 
Dr.  ScHULZ.  Yes. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Well,  my  conclusion  is  that  we  should— I  say 
this  for  the  benefit  of  my  colleagues  and  staff,  who  often  follow  up 
on  these  things— we  should  require  its  collection  by  maybe  a  minor 
adjustment  in  the  software  down  in  Baltimore  that  would  allow 
that  information— hopefully,  it  is  a  minor  adjustment— to  be  col- 
lected so  it  has  some  meaning  for  us. 

Once  again,  the  Federal  Government  is  like  the  muscle-bound 
giant,  who  has  all  this  strength,  but  cannot  find  an  object  on  which 
to  apply  it. 

You  were  about  to  make  a  comment. 

Dr.  ScHULZ.  As  I  said,  Senator,  I  was  surprised  that  we  had  not 
asked  and  answered  that  question,  but  after  a  while,  you  do  not  get 
surprised  as  much. 

Another  major  point  was  missed  this  morning  when  the  Acting 
Commissioner  talked  about  so-called  liberalizations  in  the  assets 
test.  I  think  the  major  point  that  was  missed  is  the  fact  that  there 
has  been  no  liberalization,  no  change,  in  those  basic  eligibility 
levels.  At  the  same  time,  we  have  had  very  rapid  inflation  in  this 
country,  and  the  economic  effect  of  that  is  to  make  the  assets  test 
over  time  become  increasingly  more  stringent  for  the  individuals 
who  have  to  meet  it. 

And  I  think  the  other  point  that  should  be  emphasized  is  the  fact 
that  there  are  a  lot  of  people  in  this  country  who  are  unwilling  to 
pauperize  themselves  to  the  point  that  they  bring  down  their  assets 
to  make  them  eligible  for  SSI.  And  I  am  talking,  really,  about  rela- 
tively small  assets.  Some  people  see  $2,000,  $3,000,  maybe  $5,000  of 
financial  assets  as  the  difference  between  security  and  insecurity. 
They  feel  very  strongly,  just  as  you  and  I  do,  that  we  ought  to  have 
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something  in  reserve  to  face  the  uncertainties  of  a  future  that  they 
cannot  eeisily  cope  with. 

Chairman  Heinz.  I  would  not  want  you  to  think  that  because 
neither  Senator  Evans,  Senator  Glenn,  nor  I  mentioned  that  fact, 
that  we  are  not  well  aware  of  it.  What  you  state  is  absolutely  the 
case.  There  has  been  no  adjustment  in  that  level  in  a  decade,  and  if 
that  was  not  brought  up,  it  is  because  we  are  all  very  well  aware  of 
it.  But  I  thank  you  for  making  sure  that  we  had  the  opportunity  to 
put  that  on  the  record. 

Let  me  ask  Dr.  Noble  a  question  regarding  the  SSI  Program.  Dr. 
Noble,  in  your  testimony  you  mentioned  the  concept  of  transitional 
employment.  Can  you  elaborate  on  what  that  particular  rehabilita- 
tion strategy  involves  and  what  are  its  specific  advantages,  and 
whether  or  not  it  is  a  method  that  has  proven  especially  effective 
for  the  mentally  retarded? 

Dr.  Noble.  Yes,  Senator,  the  concept  is  one  of  taking  an  individ- 
ual who  has  minimal  exposure  to  the  behaviors  required  in  the 
workplace,  putting  him  through  a  structured  training  program 
with  gradual  exposure  to  the  real  world  of  work — and  that  means 
in  an  actual  job,  paying  wages — and  to  support  that  individual 
there  for  as  long  as  is  necessary  to  make  the  employment  situation 
viable. 

Now,  there  are  variations  on  how  that  gets  played  out.  In  some 
projects,  like  the  so-called  STETS  demonstration  program,  they  ac- 
tually terminate  the  support  and  try  to  establish  some  linkages 
with  some  other  supporting  agencies  in  case  the  individual  needs 
some  ongoing  assistance.  But  that  is  in  the  nature  of  a  demonstra- 
tion program.  They  have  to  stop  offering  services  after  a  while. 

In  other  instances,  they  literally  continue  the  support  part  of  the 
program  for  as  long  as  the  individual  is  in  need  of  it.  In  general,  I 
would  say  the  person  who  is  more  severely  retarded  will  need  ongo- 
ing support.  As  a  result,  that  person  is  likely  to  earn  sufficient 
income  to  live  entirely  without  SSI  or  to  live  with  less  of  an  SSI 
payment. 

This,  then,  is  essentially  what  the  transitional  employment  serv- 
ice modality  involves.  It  is  not  easily  financed,  however,  under  the 
current  way  we  fund  and  give  rewards  or  credit  to  the  State-Feder- 
al rehabilitation  program  agencies  under  the  current  accountabil- 
ity system.  "Closed  rehabilitated"  implies  case  closure.  When  dis- 
abled persons  fall  out  of  their  jobs,  they  sometimes  get  recirculated 
again.  But  all  the  studies  that  I  have  seen  show  that  persons  who 
fall  out  of  their  jobs  are  much  more  difficult  to  get  back  into  a  job 
again.  So  the  trick  is  to  get  them  into  a  job  and  retain  them  there, 
and  to  give  rewards  to  the  State  rehabilitation  agencies  that  actu- 
ally accomplish  this. 

Chairman  Heinz.  How  are  we  doing  in  that  regard?  Are  we  re- 
warding the  State  agencies  at  all? 

Dr.  Noble.  I  do  not  think  so.  I  think  that  the  Omnibus  Budget 
Reconciliation  Act  of  1981  caused  a  real  flight  of  most  of  the  State 
agencies  away  from  SSI  recipients,  with  the  exception  of  California, 
where  a  Republican  administration  decided  they  were  going  to 
place  high  priority  on  reducing  not  only  the  dependency  of  the 
mentally  ill  and  mentally  retarded  SSI  recipients  but  the  whole 
SSI    caseload.    In    California    they    actually    increased    the    total 
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number  of  SSI  recipients  who  were  receiving  rehabilitation  serv- 
ices. 

Chairman  Heinz.  One  of  the  suggestions  that  I  asked  Commis- 
sioner McSteen  about  was  the  idea  of  paying  more  than  100  per- 
cent under  the  performance  system  so  that  you  reimburse  for  the 
attempt  to  do  something  other  than  just  take  the  obvious  people,  as 
Senator  Evans  pointed  out.  Is  that  a  sound  way  to  look  at  that,  or 
is  there  a  different  or  better  way? 

Dr.  Noble.  Yes,  that  would  help,  but  I  think  there  is  a  more 
target-efficient  way  that  could  overcome  some  of  the  problems  we 
have  in  giving  credit  to  State  rehabilitation  agencies  for  the  serv- 
ices they  provide. 

What  we  would  like  to  see  is  some  way  that  you  could  reinforce 
on  a  regular  basis  the  fact  that  State  rehabilitation  agencies  placed 
a  disabled  person  into  a  job  paying  the  substantial  gainful  activity 
wage,  or  some  portion  thereof,  and  to  keep  them  providing  services 
as  long  as  needed.  Thus,  if  State  rehabilitation  agencies  have  to  go 
back  to  the  till  on  an  annual  basis,  reporting  that  they  continued 
to  provide  n  number  of  dollars'  worth  of  services  to  retain  a  dis- 
abled person  on  the  job,  I  think  that  would  be  a  more  efficient  way 
of  achieving  the  desired  goal,  rather  than  just  giving  them,  say,  150 
percent  of  what  they  spent  in  the  first  place.  Let  me  amplify. 

There  is  need  for  an  incentive  reimbursement  system  to  (a) 
induce  State  rehabilitation  agencies  to  accept  SSI  and  SSDI  recipi- 
ents for  services,  and  (b)  reward  them  for  valued  outcomes.  The 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1981,  which  replaced  the  • 
open-ended  reimbursement  system  with  one  directed  to  perform- 
ance, was  a  step  in  the  right  direction.  It  failed  because  it  set  too 
high  a  performance  criterion  and  thereby  discouraged  many  State 
agencies  from  even  trying. 

Assuming  the  Congress  makes  sections  1619  (a)  and  (b)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act  and  the  Targeted  Jobs  Tax  Credit— TJTC— pro- 
gram permanent  provisions  of  law,  which  offer  disabled  persons 
and  employers  adequate  incentives  to  seek  and  provide  employ- 
ment, respectively,  there  remains  only  the  need  to  fashion  an  ap- 
propriate incentive  reimbursement  system  for  State  rehabilitation 
agencies.  Such  a  system  must  be  administratively  efficient,  that  is, 
simple  to  understand  and  implement  while  minimizing  abuse.  It 
should  also  recognize  and  reward  different  levels  of  goal  attain- 
ment, and  induce  investments  in  the  kinds  of  rehabilitation  strate- 
gies which  have  the  greatest  payoff  for  severely  disabled  persons; 
namely,  transitional  and  supported  work  strategies. 

Therefore,  it  is  recommended  that  the  Congress  modify  the  reha- 
bilitation financing  provisions  of  the  Omnibus  Reconcilitation  Act 
of  1981  to  reimburse  State  rehabilitation  agencies  according  to  the 
following  schedule:  Provide  125-percent  reimbursement  for  place- 
ment and  retention  for  2  months  in  a  job  paying  the  substantial 
gainful  activity  [SGA]  wage  of  $300  per  month;  provide  150-percent 
reimbursement  for  placement  and  retention  for  2  months  in  a  job 
paying  the  Federal  minimum  wage  or  higher;  and  create  a  new 
case  outcome  category  for  accounting  purposes,  "rehabilitated  into 
transitional  and/or  supported  work,"  and  provide  100-percent  reim- 
bursement for  the  annual  costs  of  maintaining  disabled  persons  in 
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jobs  paying  the  SGA  or  Federal  minimum  wage  into  which  they 
have  been  placed  by  State  rehabilitation  agencies. 

State  rehabilitation  agencies  have  for  years  maintained  a  case 
reporting  system  which  contains  the  necessary  items  of  informa- 
tion needed  to  implement  the  proposed  system.  Adding  a  new  case 
outcome  category,  "rehabilitated  into  transitional  and/or  supported 
work,"  will  be  a  minor  inconvenience,  well  worth  the  additional  re- 
imbursements it  will  secure.  The  proposed  system  should  be  no 
more  difficult  for  the  Social  Security  Administration  to  implement 
than  the  one  they  now  employ  to  reimburse  State  rehabilitation 
agencies  on  the  basis  of  documentation  of  the  costs  of  placing  and 
maintaining  an  SSDI  or  SSI  recipient  in  a  job  paying  the  SGA 
wage  for  9  continuous  months. 

Paying  125  and  150  percent,  respectively,  for  jobs  paying  the 
SGA  and  Federal  minimum  wage  recognize  the  relative  difficulty 
of  achieving  these  outcomes,  and  provides  at  least  partial  reim- 
bursement of  State  rehabilitation  agencies  for  the  costs  of  serving 
cases  which  fail  to  achieve  the  requisite  goal.  Reimbursing  State  re- 
habilitation agencies  for  the  annual  costs  of  maintaining  persons  in 
jobs  paying  the  SGA  or  Federal  minimum  wage  recognizes  the 
higher  investment  payoff  of  keeping  severely  disabled  people  em- 
ployed compared  to  trying  to  get  them  back  to  work  after  they 
become  unemployed. 

Chairman  Heinz.  The  Disability  Amendments  of  1980  had  three 
provisions  in  section  1619 — special  monthly  benefits  and  medicaid 
funding  for  SSI  recipients  who  have  worked  beyond  the  9-month 
period;  impairment  related  work  expenses — for  instance,  medica- 
tion, attendant  care,  special  equipment,  can  be  deducted  from 
countable  income;  and  money  earned  in  sheltered  workshops  would 
be  treated  as  earned  rather  than  unearned  income.  Is  that  the  kind 
of  thing  you  are  talking  about? 

Dr.  Noble.  I  think  that  those  are  additional  reinforcers,  and  that 
continuation  of  1619  (a)  and  (b)  is  absolutely  essential  to  overcome 
the  very  severe  work  disincentives  that  are  imbedded  in  the  old 
SSI  law. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Well,  I  think  you  are  about  to  get  your  wish  on 
that,  both  in  the  Pickle  bill  and  in  the  bill  reported  from  the 
Senate  Finance  Committee  yesterday  afternoon. 

Gentlemen,  you  have  given  us  a  tremendous  amount  of  assist- 
ance. We  are  deeply  indebted  to  you  for  the  very  thoughtful  papers 
and  presentations  that  you  have  made.  There  may  be  a  few  addi- 
tional questions  I  and  other  members  of  the  committee  will  want  to 
submit  to  you  for  the  record.  But  thank  you  both.  Dr.  Noble  and 
Dr.  Schulz,  for  all  your  help,  and  Dr.  Schulz,  we  hope  that  long 
before  the  next  10th  anniversary  of  SSI,  we  will  have  a  little  more 
information  for  you  and  your  research  assistants  up  at  Brandeis  to 
get  your  teeth  into.  We  are  deeply  indebted  to  you. 

I  also  see  a  young  man  who  has  just  arrived,  a  neophyte  in 
Washington,  who  hopes  to  make  a  mark.  It  is,  of  course,  a  pleasure 
and  with  a  sense,  I  hope,  of  whimsy,  that  I  make  those  remarks, 
about  Arthur  Flemming,  who  has  been  coming  before  the  Congress 
for  a  lot  longer  than  I  have  been  here,  and  maybe  by  a  multiple 
thereof. 

Arthur,  would  you  like  to  come  up  and  join  us? 
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Gentlemen,  I  think  we  have  asked  you  all  the  questions  we  have 
for  you,  and  you  are  excused,  if  that  is  your  wish. 

May  I  just  say,  I  do  not  know  of  anybody  who  could  be  a  better 
"clean-up  hitter"  than  our  last  witness,  Arthur  Flemming,  who  has 
served  with  such  distinction,  in  so  many  ways. 

Arthur,  please  proceed. 

STATEMENT  OF  ARTHUR  S.  FLEMMING,  WASHINGTON,  DC, 
COCHAIR,  SAVE  OUR  SECURITY 

Mr.  Flemming.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  very,  very  much  your 
recognizing  me  at  this  late  hour,  as  far  as  this  hearing  is  con- 
cerned. I  regret  very  much  that  I  had  to  start  the  day  off  in  observ- 
ance of  Brown  v.  The  Board  of  Education,  and  reporting  on  some 
investigations  of  desegregation  in  three  cities,  and  then  over  on  the 
House  side,  on  the  Age  Discrimination  in  Employment  Act. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Are  you  making  any  progress  on  that  over 
there? 

Mr.  Flemming.  Well,  they  feel  optimistic  about  it,  I  think.  I  cer- 
tainly hope  that  that  cap  is  raised,  because  personally,  I  have  re- 
garded that  as  one  of  the  clear  manifestations  of  ageism  that  we 
have  built  into  our  society.  I  think  we  made  progress  when  we 
moved  it  up  to  70,  and  now,  if  we  can  get  the  cap  off  completely. 
Congressman  Hawkins  is  holding  hearings  on  it,  and  I  think  they 
do  intend  to  report  out  the  bill,  and  the  House  may  very  well  vote 
on  it. 

Of  course,  you  know  Congressman  Pepper  has  had  that  as  an  ob- 
jective for  a  long  while. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Given  also  the  youth  of  our  President,  I  think 
he  would  be — as  we  know  he  is — in  favor  of  eliminating  the  cap, 
too. 

Mr.  Flemming.  I  would  not  think  he  would  veto  that  bill. 

Chairman  Heinz.  No.  It  would  be  a  little  inconsistent. 

Mr.  Flemming.  As  you  know,  I  have  submitted  a  statement  in 
behalf  of  SOS,  dealing  with  SSI,  and  I  would  appreciate  it  if  the 
entire  statement  could  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  of  the  hearing. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Without  objection,  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Flemming.  I  will  just  speak  very  briefly  about  my  own  con- 
victions relative  to  SSI,  convictions  which  are  shared  by  those  who 
make  up  SOS.  I  was  in  on  the  ground  floor  when  SSI  was  passed. 
Personally,  I  regarded  it  as  a  real  step  in  advance,  because  I  felt 
that  substituting  SSI  for  what  we  had  called  aid  to  the  aged,  blind, 
and  disabled,  was  a  step  forward,  and  I  personally  was  very,  very 
happy  to  see  the  government  accept  the  concept  of  an  income  floor 
for  that  particular  group. 

I  recognized  at  the  time  that  it  was  a  low-income  floor,  but  I 
thought  that  the  thing  to  do  was  to  get  the  principle  embedded  in 
law  and  then  work  on  the  question  of  what  we  could  do  to  increase 
the  floor. 

Also  when  it  was  started,  I  was  U.S.  Commissioner  on  Aging,  and 
I  had  the  feeling  that  there  would  be  a  great  many  people  who 
would  not  learn  about  that  program  unless  we  went  to  some  ex- 
traordinary efforts  to  call  their  attention  to  the  existence  of  the 
program.  So  we  did  take  the  initiative  in  launching  an  SSI  alert, 
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which  had  the  cooperation  of  the  executive  branch.  The  Red  Cross 
was  wiUing  to  function  as  the  lead  agency  among  the  private  sector 
agencies.  And  I  think  we  had  a  reasonably  successful  SSI  alert, 
with  the  cooperation  of  the  Red  Cross,  and  had  many,  many  pri- 
vate sector  organizations.  And  of  course,  the  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration cooperated  with  us,  and  we  were  able  to  utilize  the  re- 
sources represented  by  their  office. 

Over  the  years,  I  have  had  the  feeling  that  all  of  us  in  the  field 
of  aging  have  tended  to  sort  of  forget  about  the  people  who  are  in- 
volved in  this  program.  We  rejoiced  in  the  passage  of  the  legisla- 
tion, and  we  just  kind  of  assumed  that  it  was  going  to  sort  of  imple- 
ment itself  without  a  great  deal  of  attention.  For  example,  I  am  not 
aware  of  any  organized  efforts  to  lift  that  floor  over  a  span  of  the 
last  10  years.  I  think  most  people  are  in  agreement  on  the  fact  that 
it  is  too  low,  and  it  ought  to  be  lifted.  Certainly,  the  present  floor  is 
too  far  below  the  poverty  threshold  at  the  present  time. 

One  of  the  things  that  SOS  is  advocating  is  the  increase  in  the 
floor. 

Then  also,  I  have  had  the  feeling  that  over  the  years,  we  have 
not  kept  up  with  the  assets  test,  and  that  they  have  operated  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  exclude  some  persons  who  definitely  should  be 
included  in  the  program.  In  my  testimony,  I  indicate  that  SOS  be- 
lieves that  there  should  be  an  increase  in  the  assets  exclusion  to 
$2,250  for  an  individual  and  $3,500  for  a  couple  immediately,  with 
future  increases  indexed  to  the  cost-of-living.  In  each  State,  the 
limitations  on  assets  were  unrealistic  back  when  the  law  was  en- 
acted; certainly,  they  are  too  restrictive  today,  because  the  more 
than  doubling  of  living  costs  in  the  past  decade  has  effectively  cut 
in  half  the  value  of  the  allowed  assets,  and  while  there  have  been 
some  improvements  in  counting  the  value  of  household  goods,  they 
have  not  been  sufficient  to  keep  pace  with  inflation. 

Then,  we  also  state  that  we  believe  the  earnings  limitation 
should  be  increased  by  at  least  120  percent,  to  reflect  the  CPI  in- 
crease over  the  past  decade. 

We  have  other  recommendations  which  we  make,  addressed  to 
provisions  that  we  feel  unduly  limit  the  eligibility  of  persons  for 
this  particular  program. 

We  did  recommend,  when  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of 
1983  were  pending,  that  a  provision  be  put  in  which  would  fix  some 
responsibility  on  SSA  to  keep  calling  to  the  attention  of  people  who 
are  eligible  for  the  program  and  indicate  to  them  how  they  could 
establish  their  eligibility.  And  we  are  following  the  developments 
as  a  result  of  the  inclusion  of  that  particular  provision. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Have  you  got  any  comments  on  that  effort  by 
SSA? 

Mr.  Flemming.  Well,  my  feeling  is— let  me  back  up  and  say  that 
some  of  our  people  did  have  access  to  some  of  the  initial  wording 
that  was  to  go  into  the  announcement  that  SSA  was  going  to  send 
out.  We  did  not  feel  that  it  was  worded  in  the  best  possible  way. 
Suggestions  were  made  for  changes.  The  Leadership  Council  on 
Aging  made  changes.  I  assume  the  committee  has  had  the  benefit 
of  those  particular  recommendations.  Jack  Ossofsky,  executive  di- 
rector of  the  National  Council  on  Aging,  took  the  lead  on  that.  I 
saw  those  proposed  changes,  and  it  seemed  to  me  that  they  made  a 
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great  deal  of  sense.  Now,  I  am  not  up-to-date  on  just  where  that  is 
within  SSA  at  the  present  time;  probably  the  committee  is  more 
up-to-date  than  I  am  on  it.  My  only  feeling  is  that  there  definitely 
is  need  for  this,  because  it  seems  to  me  the  figures  make  it  clear 
that  we  have  got  a  large  number  of  persons  in  the  Nation  who  are 
undoubtedly  eligible,  but  who  are  not  participating.  My  total  expe- 
rience in  the  field  of  aging  would  indicate  that  many  of  them  are 
not  participating  simply  because  they  are  unaware  of  the  program. 
I  feel  that  one  of  our  major  problems  in  the  field  of  aging  is  the 
isolated  older  person  who  is  cut  off  and  who  is  unaware  of  both 
public  and  private  programs — oftentimes  unaware  of  Social  Securi- 
ty as  such,  as  well  as  other  public  and  private  programs.  And  I 
have  been  involved  in  local  programs  right  here  which  demonstrate 
the  fact  that  that  group  of  people  do  exist  and  that  we  ought  to 
keep  reaching  out  for  them. 

Those  are  just  some  general  observations.  Senator  Heinz,  based 
on  the  statement  that  I  have  filed  with  the  committee,  and  I  would 
be  very  happy  to  try  to  respond  to  questions. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Mr.  Flemming,  thank  you  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Flemming  follows:] 

Prepared  Statement  of  Arthur  S.  Flemming 

My  name  is  Arthur  S.  Flemming.  I  appear  on  behalf  of  Save  Our  Security,  of 
which  Wilbur  Cohen  and  I  serve  as  cochairs.  Secretary  Cohen's  previous  commit- 
ments make  it  impossible  for  him  to  be  here  today. 

SOS  is  a  bipartisan  coalition  of  more  than  200  national,  State,  and  local  organiza- 
tions. The  coalition  represents  workers  and  retirees,  the  blind  and  disabled,  women 
and  veterans,  teachers  and  social  workers,  black  Americans  and  Hispanic  Ameri- 
cans, civil  rights  groups,  and  religious  organizations.  These  groups  have  a  combined 
membership  of  nearly  40  million  adult  Americans. 

We  commend  the  committee  for  taking  this  thoughtful,  reflective  look  at  the  sup- 
plemental security  income  program  which  has  been  in  operation  for  the  past  10 
years. 

SSI  has  the  distinction  of  being  the  first  federally  guaranteed  annual  income  pro- 
gram in  our  history.  Its  goal  was  to  place  a  sound  economic  floor  under  the  Nation's 
needy  aged,  blind,  and  disabled. 

Prior  to  its  enactment,  many  people  had  been  served  by  such  Federal-State  pro- 
grams as  old  age  assistance,  aid  to  the  blind,  and  aid  to  the  permanently  disabled. 
But  these  were,  at  best,  a  patchwork  affair.  There  was  a  confusing  set  of  eligibility 
requirements  and  benefit  levels,  varying  widely  from  State  to  State.  SSI  sought  to 
move  in  the  direction  of  equity,  establishing  uniform  national  standards  with  re- 
spect to  who  was  eligible  and  how  much  benefits  they  would  receive. 

At  the  outset,  those  already  receiving  State  support  benefits  were  transferred  to 
the  Federal  SSI  rolls,  and  benefits  were  extended  for  the  first  time  to  some  persons 
previously  unable  to  qualify  for  State  assistance.  To  assure  that  those  already  on 
State  rolls  would  not  suffer  from  this  changeover  to  a  Federal  system.  Congress 
mandated  that  those  States  whose  benefits  were  higher  than  the  new  Federal  level 
had  to  supplement  the  Federal  payment.  At  the  same  time  it  gave  all  States  the 
option  of  supplementing  Federal  payments,  if  they  so  desired,  for  new  beneficiaries. 

A  decade  after  its  enactment,  it  should  be  reviewed. 

INADEQUATE  COVERAGE 

There  has  been  a  dramatic  and  consistent  shortfall  between  the  number  of  people 
deemed  to  be  eligible  and  the  number  actually  on  the  SSI  rolls. 

When  SSI  was  enacted,  it  was  projected  that  some  6.7  million  people  were  eligible, 
and  it  was  estimated  that  of  these,  6  million  would  actually  participate.  But  when 
the  program  began  in  1974,  only  3.2  million  actually  received  benefits.  This  peaked 
at  4.1  million  in  December  1979,  and  by  September  1983  (the  last  month  for  which 
statistics  are  available)  had  declined  to  just  under  3.9  million. 

Why  this  shortfall? 
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The  Social  Security  Administration  commissioned  a  study,  published  in  May  1983, 
which  showed  that  45  percent  of  eligible  nonrecipients  said  they  had  never  heard  of 
SSI;  the  majority  of  the  other  eligible  nonrecipients  said  that,  while  they  knew 
about  SSI,  they  didn't  know  they  were  entitled  to  its  benefits. 

Who  are  these  eligible  nonrecipients? 

The  study  showed  that  34  percent  were  under  age  70;  24  percent  were  between 
ages  70  and  74;  and  42  percent  were  over  age  75.  A  staggering  79  percent  were 
women,  more  than  half  of  them  widows.  In  other  words,  there  are  millions  of  Amer- 
icans— a  disproportionate  number  of  them  women  living  in  loneliness  and  poverty — 
for  whom  this  program  was  intended  but  who  are  not  being  served  by  it. 

Last  year,  at  the  urging  of  SOS,  Congress  mandated  that  the  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration conduct  an  outreach  program  to  let  potential  beneficiaries  know  about 
SSI  and  to  encourage  them  to  apply  for  benefits.  Outreach  is  not  a  new  concept. 
During  my  tenure  as  Commissioner  on  Aging,  the  government,  in  cooperation  with 
hundreds  of  private  sector  organizations,  conducted,  at  the  outset  of  the  program, 
an  SSI  Alert  which  resulted  in  many  persons  establishing  eligibility  who  otherwise 
would  not  have  known  about  the  program. 

Through  oversight,  the  1983  legislation  targeted  the  outreach  program  only  at  re- 
tirees.' A  simple  legislative  amendment  could  extend  its  application  to  the  blind  and 
disabled,  as  well — although  SSA,  without  legislation,  could  itself  initiate  action  to 
include  the  blind  and  disabled. 

BENEFITS  BELOW  THE  POVERTY  LEVEL 

SSI's  goal  was  to  set  a  level  of  guaranteed  income  for  the  poorest  of  the  poor.  The 
problem  has  always  been  that  SSI  benefits  were  set,  and  remain,  well  below  the  gov- 
ernment's official  poverty  level.  In  1974,  the  Federal  SSI  payment  equalled  70  per- 
cent of  the  poverty  guidelines  for  an  individual  and  80  percent  for  a  couple;  today, 
the  Federal  benefit  is  72  percent  of  the  poverty  level  for  individuals,  and  85  percent 
for  couples. 

Two  national  commissions  have  recognized  that  SSI  is  flawed  by  the  fact  that  it 
freezes  millions  of  people  into  poverty,  and  have  recommended  steps  to  correct  this 
situation. 

SOS  recommends  that,  at  the  earliest  possible  date,  the  basic  SSI  benefit  be  raised 
to  the  poverty  level,  and  that  it  be  indexed  annually  to  keep  pace  with  the  govern- 
ment's definition  of  the  minimum  amount  needed  to  provide  individuals  and  couples 
with  such  essentials  as  food,  clothing  and  shelter.  In  the  future,  SSI  benefits  should 
be  raised  to  at  least  125  percent  of  the  poverty  level,  and  kept  there  through  annual 
adjustments. 

STATE  SUPPLEMENTS 

Even  the  State  supplements  have  not  significantly  improved  the  benefit-poverty 
ratio.  In  only  three  States  (Alaska,  California,  and  Massachusetts)  does  the  com- 
bined Federal-State  benefit  exceed  the  poverty  level  for  individuals;  in  only  10 
States  (Alaska,  California,  Colorado,  Massachusetts,  Nebraska,  Nevada,  Oklahoma, 
Rhode  Island,  Vermont,  and  Wisconsin)  do  benefits  exceed  the  poverty  standard  for 
couples.  Only  26  States  make  any  provision  for  supplemental  benefits. 

So  we  still  have  a  situation  where  the  benefit  structure  varies  markedly  from 
State  to  State — the  very  thing  SSI  was  intended  to  eliminate.  The  problem  lies  in 
the  fact  that  we  have  a  two-tier  system — a  Federal  "floor"  of  SSI  payments,  and  the 
State  "supplementation."  The  problem  is  aggravated  further  because  there  are  two 
kinds  of  State  supplements,  one  "mandatory,"  the  other  "optional." 

Three  times — in  1976,  1979,  and  1983 — Congress  enacted  laws  which,  whatever 
their  intent,  have  had  the  cumulative  effect  of  eroding  State  supplementation. 
Simply  put,  supplementation  of  SSI  is  subject  to  too  many  variables  on  a  State-by- 
State  basis.  These  payments  can,  and  do,  fluctuate  as  the  mood  of  the  public 
changes  and  as  the  States'  fiscal  resources  for  the  needy  compete  with  other  social 
demands.  With  cutbacks  in  Federal  funds.  State  priorities  may  shift,  and  the  only 
constant  floor  will  be  the  Federal  SSI  benefit. 

SOS  believes  the  Federal  Government  should  provide  greater  encouragement  to 
States  to  make  supplementary  payments,  and  should  create  disincentives  for  those 
States  which  are  tempted  to  reduce  supplementation  whenever  Federal  SSI  pay- 
ments rise. 
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THE  ASSETS  TEST 

The  law  originally  set  stringent  limitations  on  the  assets  an  individual  or  couple 
could  own  and  still  be  eligible  for  SSI.  On  such  assets  as  real  estate,  personal  prop- 
erty, savings  accounts,  checking  accounts,  stocks  and  bonds,  the  ceiling  was  $1,500 
for  an  individual  and  $2,250  for  a  couple. 

Those  limits  remain  in  effect  a  decade  later,  despite  the  fact  that  the  Consumer 
Price  Index  has  skyrocketed  nearly  120  percent  in  the  period  since  enactment  of  the 
law. 

The  original  law  excluded  the  first  $25,000  of  the  fair-market  value  of  a  home;  the 
first  $1,500  worth  of  household  goods;  the  first  $1,500  in  life  insurance;  and  the  first 
$1,200  of  the  value  of  an  automobile.  There  have  been  some  modifications  over  the 
years.  A  home  is  now  totally  excluded,  regardless  of  its  value;  the  ceiling  on  house- 
hold goods  has  been  raised  to  $2,000;  there  is  a  limit  of  $1,500  on  the  value  of  a 
burial  plot  and  burial  insurance;  in  some  cases  a  car  will  be  totally  excluded,  in 
others  it  will  be  excluded  up  to  $4,500. 

SOS  believes  there  should  be  an  increase  in  the  assets  exclusion  of  $2,250  for  an 
individual  and  $3,500  for  a  couple  immediately,  with  future  increases  indexed  to  the 
cost  of  living.  The  limitations  on  assets  were  unrealistic  back  when  the  law  was  en- 
acted; certainly  they  are  too  restrictive  today,  because  the  more  than  doubling  of 
living  costs  in  the  past  decade  has  effectively  cut  in  half  the  value  of  the  allowed 
assets.  And  while  there  have  been  some  improvements  in  counting  the  value  of 
household  goods,  they  have  not  been  sufficient  to  keep  pace  with  inflation. 

THE  INCOME  PROVISION 

In  determining  SSI  eligibility  and  benefits,  deductions  are  made  to  reflect  both 
earned  and  unearned  income. 

The  first  $20  a  month  of  unearned  income  (Social  Security  benefits,  workers  com- 
pensation, veterans'  benefits,  gifts,  annunities,  rent  and  interest)  is  excluded;  the 
balance  of  any  such  unearned  income  is  deducted  from  the  primary  SSI  benefit. 

The  first  $65  a  month  of  earned  income  is  also  excluded;  any  excess  above  that 
level  reduces  benefits  by  50  cents  for  each  dollar  of  earnings. 

Those  exclusions  were  in  the  original  legislation;  10  years  later,  and  despite  ramp- 
ant inflation,  they  remain  unchanged.  Thus  the  ability  to  qualify  for  SSI  and  the 
value  of  its  benefits  have  been  dramatically  reduced. 

SOS  believes  the  earnings  limitation  should  be  increased  by  at  least  120  percent, 
to  reflect  the  CPI  increase  over  the  past  decade.  This  will  simply  restore  the  pro- 
gram to  its  original  level— which  was  unduly  restrictive  in  the  first  place.  We  also 
believe  certain  gifts  should  be  excluded  from  income,  and  that  emergency  and  other 
in-kind  assistance  (such  as  energy  assistance  by  nonprofit  organizations)  should  also 
be  excluded  from  countable  income.  This  would  extend  a  temporary  provision  m- 
cluded  in  the  1983  Social  Security  Amendments— a  provision  which  will  otherwise 
expire  this  year. 

OTHER  LIMITATIONS 

SSI  beneficiaries  are  unable  to  maintain  their  own  households  and  are  forced  to 
live  with  family  or  friends,  their  primary  SSI  benefit  is  reduced  by  one-third,  on  the 
theory  that  this  reflects  the  value  of  the  food  and  shelter  provided  to  them.  Not  only 
does  this  harm  the  recipient  and  place  financial  strain  on  the  family,  it  often  dis- 
courages them  from  continuing  to  provide  a  home  for  the  SSI  beneficiary. 

SOS  supports  elimination  of  this  one-third  reduction.  We  feel  it  provides  financial 
disincentives  to  families  to  share  their  homes  with  SSI  beneficiaries.  It  goes  against 
the  American  view  of  the  importance  of  the  family.  What  is  worse,  it  makes  poor 
economic  sense:  in  too  many  cases,  recipients  end  up  in  a  facility,  the  cost  of  which 
far  exceeds  the  full  SSI  benefit. 

If  beneficiaries  are  confined  to  a  nursing  home  or  other  facility  eligible  for  medic- 
aid inpatient  reimbursement,  they  receive  their  full  SSI  benefit  for  1  month  until 
medicaid  begins  to  pay  for  their  board  and  lodging;  then  their  benefits  are  reduced 
to  $25  a  month— a  sum  deemed  sufficient  to  buy  "incidentals"  while  in  the  facility. 
This  figure  has  not  been  changed  in  the  10-year  history  of  SSI.  Nor  does  it  take  into 
account  the  fact  that  many  recipients  consider  their  stay  temporary,  and  want  to 
continue  to  maintain  their  previous  independent  living  arrangements.  Usually  the 
abrupt  reduction  in  SSI  benefits  makes  this  impossible.  Unable  to  meet  ongoing 
rent  and  utility  payments,  many  recipients  are  forced  to  remain  in  the  facility  for 
lack  of  an  alternative.  This  is  not  only  socially  irresponsible,  it  also  increases  the 
cost  to  the  taxpayer. 
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SOS  believes  that  SSI  benefits,  under  these  circumstances,  should  be  continued 
for  at  least  2  months,  and  preferably  for  an  even  longer  period,  to  allow  recipients 
greater  flexibility  to  maintain  their  own  home.  We  also  believe  provision  should  be 
made  for  adequate  home  health  care  to  avoid  institutionalizing  people  who  would 
prefer  to  remain  at  home.  This  would  benefit  both  the  recipient  and  the  taxpayer. 
Finally,  we  believe  that  when  benefits  are  cut  back  for  the  person  who  is  institu- 
tionalized, the  amount  to  cover  "incidentals"  should  be  raised  to  at  least  $35  a 
month  and  then  indexed. 

Although  the  vast  majority  of  SSI  recipients  are  adults,  the  program  is  also  in- 
tended to  serve  disabled  children.  But  the  participation  rate  for  disabled  children  is 
very  low.  One  reason  is,  again,  the  lack  of  knowledge  about  the  program.  A  second 
reason  is  the  administrative  application  of  a  very  restrictive  definition  of  disability, 
which  does  not  take  into  account  the  child's  functional  limitations.  A  third  reason  is 
the  way  in  which  the  assets  limitation  is  applied  to  the  child.  For  example,  if  a 
single  parent  with  a  blind  child  has  $3,100  in  countable  assets,  $1,500  of  that 
amount  is  considered  to  belong  to  the  parent,  while  the  balance — $1,600 — is  deemed 
by  be  "owned"  by  the  disabled  child,  without  regard  to  the  number  of  children  in 
the  household.  This  makes  the  disabled  child  ineligible  to  receive  SSI  payments. 

SOS  believes  that  a  special  outreach  program  should  be  targeted  at  schools,  hospi- 
tals, and  social  service  programs  serving  disabled  children  and  their  families.  We 
also  believe  the  standard  of  disability  applied  should  take  into  account  the  function- 
al limitation  of  a  disabled  child.  Finally,  we  believe  that  the  assets  limitation  placed 
on  a  family  should  be  revised  to  take  into  account  the  family's  obligation  to  take 
care  of  all  the  children  in  the  household. 

Since  1981,  the  Social  Security  Administration  has  terminated  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  disability  insurance  recipients,  claiming  that  they  were  not  disabled.  In  the 
process,  it  terminated  many  SSI  disability  recipients,  applying  the  same  question- 
able standards.  At  the  same  time,  the  rate  of  approval  of  initial  applications  for  SSI 
benefits  on  the  grounds  of  disability  has  dropped  sharply. 

SOS  believes  the  criteria  to  establish  eligibility  for  SSI  are  far  too  strict,  and  the 
application  of  these  criteria  has  become  even  more  severe.  Congress  must  deal  with 
this  issue,  so  that  those  with  clear  entitlement  to  SSI  benefits  are  restored,  or  ad- 
mitted, to  the  rolls. 

In  36  States  and  the  District  of  Columbia,  a  person  receiving  a  Federal  or  State 
SSI  payment  is  automatically  eligible  for  medicaid.  Thus  even  a  small  cash  payment 
is  worth  applying  for  in  most  cases,  since  it  carries  with  it  significant  protection 
against  the  economic  burden  of  medical  care. 

SOS  believes  that  medicaid  coverage  for  SSI  beneficiaries  should  be  mandated  in 
all  50  States  and  other  jurisdictions.  One  of  the  goals  of  SSI  was  to  bring  about  uni- 
formity and  end  the  inequities  which  came  about  based  solely  on  where  a  person 
lived.  Certainly,  then,  there  is  a  need  for  uniformity  in  the  availability  of  medicaid 
to  serve  the  urgent  medical  needs  of  the  poorest  of  the  poor. 

CONCLUSION 

The  Supplemental  Security  Income  Program  is  based  on  a  sound  premise — that 
the  richest  nation  on  earth  should  be  able  to  demonstrate  its  compassion  for  all  of 
its  needy  aged,  blind  and  disabled  citizens. 

In  its  10-year  history,  SSI  has  served  a  useful  purpose  in  protecting  some — but  not 
all — of  the  least  fortunate  among  us  from  literally  starving  to  death. 

But  SSI  has  yet  to  achieve  its  full  potential. 

Bringing  the  maximum  number  of  eligible  people  under  SSI's  protection,  bringing 
them  at  least  up  to  the  proverty  level,  and  modernizing  the  program's  criteria, 
remain  part  of  the  unfinished  business  on  our  social  agenda. 

Senator  Moynihan  has  introduced  S.  2569  which  presents  important  improve- 
ments in  SSI,  particularly  its  administration.  We  commend  this  bill  to  you. 

We  trust  that  it  will  not  take  another  decade  to  match  the  SSI  performance  to  its 
promise. 

Chairman  Heinz.  I  understand  that  in  your  written  testimony, 
you  suggest  that  the  definition  of  "disability"  used  in  SSI  should  be 
made  less  strict;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Flemming.  Yes. 

Chairman  Heinz.  And  that  your  argument  for  that  is  that  people 
on  SSI  typically  have  fewer  skills  and  poorer  work  records,  and 
that  therefore,  they  should  be  looked  at  and  evaluated  differently. 
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Any  idea  how  we  do  that,  for  those  of  us  who  are  not  up-to-speed 
on  the  POMS  and  the  Hstings  and  the  methods  of  calculating  resid- 
ual functional  capacity? 

Mr.  Flemming.  I  think  to  develop,  first  of  all,  legislative  lan- 
guage, and  then  a  program  to  implement  that  legislative  language 
would  require  the  help  of  experts  who  have  been  working  in  the 
area.  I  think  we  have  identified  an  area  that  is  worthy  of  careful 
analysis  and  investigation,  because  we  are  dealing  here  with  the 
poorest  of  the  poor,  and  my  feeling  has  been  that  our  standard  on 
disability  in  some  respects  could  be  looked  upon  as  unrealistic 
when  you  think  in  terms  of  the  population  that  we  are  dealing 
with. 

I  would  be  very  glad  to  work  with  the  staff  of  this  committee  on 
the  development  of  some  specific  criteria  that  could  be  applied  to 
this  group,  growing  out  of  my  own  experience.  At  this  point,  I  do 
not  have  specific  criteria  in  mind,  but  I  think  it  is  possible  to  do  it, 
and  I  think  it  is  possible  to  do  it  in  such  a  way  as  to  recognize  the 
fact  that  we  are  dealing  with  the  poorest  of  the  poor,  and  I  think  it 
is  possible  to  do  it  in  such  a  way  as  to  make  it  administratively 
feasible  to  implement  those  criteria,  looking  at  it  from  the  point  of 
view  of  the  government  operating  in  a  responsible  way  as  it  deals 
with  the  group. 

Chairman  Heinz.  As  you  describe  the  task,  my  sense  is  that  we 
almost  need  to  commission  a  very  specific,  highly  skilled  task  force 
or  commission  to  look  into  it,  define  the  problem,  and  then  suggest 
some  fairly  specific,  carefully  crafted  solutions. 

I  do  not  know— I  like  to  think  that  the  staff  of  the  committee  is 
extremely  expert,  but  I  can  also  tell  you  that  I  do  not  think  any  of 
them  have  ever  conducted  a  disability  review  or  initial  determina- 
tion—they may  have  been  through  one,  but  they  have  not  conduct- 
ed one. 

Mr.  Flemming.  I  have  great  respect  for  your  staff,  also,  but  I 
agree  with  you.  I  mean,  I  think  they,  and  certainly,  I,  would  feel 
much  more  comfortable  if  they  brought  together  a  group  of  people 
who  have  been  out  on  the  firing  line,  so  to  speak,  dealing  with 
these  specific  cases,  and  could  share  with  us  the  experiences  that 
they  have  had. 

Chairman  Heinz.  I  think  we  ought  to  work  with  you  to  figure 
out  what  the  best  way  to  proceed  is  from  here  on  out. 

Let  me  ask  you  a  philosophical  question  that  you  have  got  to  be 
asked,  and  it  is  going  to  be  asked.  Notwithstanding  whether  or  not 
there  are  differences  in  skills,  why  should  the  test  of  whether 
someone  can  work  be  different  for  one  group  of  people  than  for  an- 
other. Why  should  there  be  a  difference  between  two  groups  of 
people? 

Mr.  Flemming.  That  is  a  very  valid  philosophical  question.  My 
response  would  be  that  if  we  get  into  the  specific  problems  that 
exist  in  applying  disability  in  the  SSI  area,  we  may  very  well  con- 
clude that  some  of  the  standards  that  we  are  applying  on  disability 
under  Social  Security  are  likewise  too  rigid  and  too  unrealistic  in 
terms  of  the  lives  of  the  people  who  are  under  that  particular 
system,  because  it  does  not— I  mean,  you  can  generalize  as  between 
the  two  groups  to  some  degree,  but  I  think  it  is  a  good  thing  to 
start  with  this  group,  the  poorest  of  the  poor,  and  those  who  really, 


72 

in  many,  many  instances,  have  come  from  families  that,  for  two 
and  three  generations,  have  not  known  what  it  is  to  be  a  part  of 
the  labor  market;  start  with  persons  who  come  from  families  that 
have  been  the  victims  of  discrimination  in  the  field  of  education,  as 
well  as  in  the  field  of  employment,  and  then,  the  victims  in  terms 
of  the  delivery  of  services — health  services,  mental  health  services, 
in  particular — and  see  what  is  the  fair  and  the  compassionate  way 
of  dealing  with  them  in  terms  of  determining  their  eligibility.  But  I 
would  not  be  at  all  sure  that  that  would  not  raise  in  our  minds  the 
question  of  whether  or  not  we  are  being  as  fair  and  compassionate 
as  we  should  be  with  those 

Chairman  Heinz.  You  may  be  raising  the  issue,  once  you  go 
beyond  people's  endowment  to  work — of  federalizing  general  assist- 
ance, or  what  is  at  least  in  some  States  called  general  assistance.  Is 
that  really  what  we  are  talking  about? 

Mr.  Flemming.  Federalizing  general  assistance,  you  say? 

Chairman  Heinz.  Yes;  in  my  home  State  of  Pennsylvania,  we 
have  had  the  legislature  in  the  last  year  or  two  virtually  eliminate 
a  category  of  general  assistance,  which  was  for  people  who,  when 
all  else  failed,  were  not  working.  Depending  on  who  you  listen  to, 
they  could  not  find  a  job,  or  did  not  want  to  find  a  job.  In  either 
case,  they  had  no  income,  had  no  visible  means  of  support,  and 
though  they  were  very  unskilled,  the  vast  majority  were  presum- 
ably not  disabled.  Hence,  it  seems  to  me  that  what  you  are  suggest- 
ing is  considering  something  beyond  simple  capacity  to  work,  and  I 
just  want  to  make  sure  I  understand  what  you  are  thinking  of. 

Mr.  Flemming.  Basically,  you  are  right.  I  mean,  we  are  raising 
the  question  of  whether  or  not  the  principles  underlying  SSI  should 
be  applied  to  all  age  groups  in  our  society.  Personally,  I  feel  that 
that  should  happen.  Of  course,  that  in  a  sense,  essentially,  is  what 
was  proposed  by  President  Nixon  in  1969  or  1970,  in  that  period. 

I  had  always  hoped  that  SSI  would  evolve  in  such  a  way  as  to 
commend  itself  to  the  Nation  as  a  program  that  would  be  applica- 
ble to  all  age  groups.  Personally,  from  a  philosophical  point  of 
view,  I  want  to  see  this  program  operate  in  a  very  effective  way  for 
the  aged,  clearly,  for  the  disabled  and  the  blind,  and  of  course, 
there,  we  do  not  have  an  aging  department  in  that  sense,  and  it 
does  apply  across-the-board.  But  if  we  could  take  the  principles  of 
the  SSI  and  apply  them  to  all  age  groups,  we  would  be  encompass- 
ing the  general  assistance  category  that  exists  in  many  of  the 
States.  We  would  be  federalizing  it.  And  of  course,  there  have  been 
proposals  that  we  ought  to  federalize  welfare,  anyhow. 

Chairman  Heinz.  As  you  point  out  the  family  assistance  pro- 
gram, which  was  advocated  by  President  Nixon,  would  have  virtu- 
ally done  that. 

Mr.  Flemming.  That  is  right. 

Chairman  Heinz.  I  have  always  wondered  what  the  difference 
between  that  and  the  demo  grant  was,  but  that  is  another  subject. 
In  any  event,  we  thank  you  for  having  given  us  some  genuine  food 
for  thought,  as  you  have  been  doing  here  in  Washington  for — I 
hesitate  to  say  how  many  years,  but  at  least,  shall  we  say,  a  gen- 
eration's worth  of  legislators 

Mr.  Flemming.  I  started  appearing  before  committees  in  1939, 
when  I  was  a  member  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission. 


73 

Chairman  Heinz.  Several  generations'  worth  of  legislators. 

Mr.  Flemming.  Right. 

Chairman  Heinz.  And  this  generation  is  as  deeply  grateful  to 
you  as  the  last. 

Mr.  Flemming.  Well,  I  want  to  say  that  personally,  I  appreciate 
very  much  your  decision  and  the  decision  of  the  committee  to  take 
an  overall  look  at  SSI,  because  I  think  it  is  very  important  to  do  it 
in  terms  of  the  persons  who  are  encompassed  by  SSI,  but  in  addi- 
tion to  that,  I  think  it  is  very,  very  important  to  do  it  in  terms  of 
SSI  conceivably  serving  as  a  model  for  the  country,  and  I  feel  that 
we  have  suffered  because  there  has  not  been  the  oversight  on  SSI 
in  the  past  that,  in  my  judgment,  there  should  have  been. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Well,  a  journey  of  a  thousand  miles  begins 
with  a  single  step,  and  as  usually,  you  have  put  your  foot  in  on  it. 

Mr.  Flemming.  That  is  right.  Personally,  and  in  behalf  of  SOS,  I 
would  be  delighted  to  work  with  you  and  the  committee  and  staff, 
seeing  what  we  can  do  to  just  put  SSI  on  a  sounder  basis  and  have 
it  operate  in  a  fairer  and  more  compassionate  manner,  as  far  as 
the  aged,  the  blind  and  the  disabled  are  concerned. 

Chairman  Heinz.  Arthur,  thank  you  very  much.  I  very  much  ap- 
preciate it. 

Mr.  Flemming.  Thank  you.  I  appreciate  it.  It  is  great  to  be  with 
you. 

Chairman  Heinz.  The  hearing  is  adjourned. 

[Whereupon,  at  12:50  p.m.,  the  hearing  was  adjourned.] 
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MATERIAL  RELATED  TO  HEARING 

ITEM  1.  ADDITIONAL  MATERIAL  ON  OUTREACH,  SUBMITTED  BY  THE 
SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION 

SSI  Outreach 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

With  the  passage  of  SSI  legislation  in  October  1972,  SSA  began  a  concerted  out- 
reach effort  to  the  potentially  eligible  population.  This  paper  describes  the  many 
outreach  efforts  of  Federal,  State,  local,  and  community  agencies  and  groups  to 
locate,  screen,  and  sign  up  persons  eligible  for  the  new  SSI  program.  Applications 
were  taken  beginning  July  1,  1973.  By  December  1974,  almost  1.2  million  newly  en- 
rolled persons  were  receiving  SSI  benefits;  by  the  end  of  1975,  they  numbered  over 
1.5  million 

II.  GEARING  UP— OCTOBER  1972  THROUGH  DECEMBER  1973 

Between  October  1972  and  January  1974,  over  70.5  million  copies  of  28  separate 
publications  were  printed  and  distributed  to  field  offices  and  interested  organiza- 
tions. . 

Also,  72  different  leaflets  were  printed  for  use  by  the  States— most  in  English, 
others  in  10  different  languages.  Total  production  was  almost  12  million  copies. 

Newspapers  used  SSA  press  releases  about  the  upcoming  SSI  program  extensive- 
ly- 

Audio-visual  materials  were  also  produced  and  included  four  TV  spots— two  re- 
ceived national  exposure  by  the  three  networks— two  platters  of  radio  spots  for  use 
by  local  radio  stations,  and  a  slide  series  for  use  by  field  offices.  Every  other  platter 
of  SSA  radio  spots  between  October  1972  and  December  1973  included  at  least  two 

spots  on  SSI.  oe  A    J  +1, 

Seminars,  briefings,  consultations,  etc.,  were  also  provided  by  SbA  during  the 
1973-74  SSI  "startup"  period  to  major  national.  State,  and  local  legal  aid,  welfare, 
and  advocacy  groups  to  inform  them  of  the  SSI  program  and  to  enlist  their  assist- 
ance in  finding  potentially  eligible  persons.  SSA  also  worked  with  HUD,  Agricul- 
ture, and  other  Federal  agencies  through  their  respective  assistance  programs  to 
publicize  the  SSI  program.  ,  ,       ,    r-r-  i.        u 

In  addition  to  the  efforts  cited  above,  other  SSA  regional  and  local  office  outreach 
efforts  in  1973  and  1974  included:  ■  ,    ,•    ui      u        i 

—Face-to-face  interviews  and  door-to-door  canvassing  of  potential  eligibles  by  vol- 
unteers of  various  State  and  local  organizations. 
—Distribution  of  special  materials  such  as  "SSI  Alert"  shopping  bags  in  super- 
markets, multilingual  flyers,  and  fact  sheets. 
—Newspaper  ads  with  tear-out  "coupons"  to  be  used  as  leads  forms. 
—Special  leads  programs— examples:  New  York  State  Office  of  Aging  searched 
State  driver's  license  lists  of  people  over  65;  Chicago  offices  worked  with  hospi- 
tal and  institutional  social  workers  and  State/local  welfare  people  to  obtain 
leads-  Texas  offices  sent  leads  letters  and  leaflets  to  retired  teachers,  using  a 
list  furnished  by  the  State;  and  SSI  leaflets  were  enclosed  with  Texas  State  re- 
tirement checks.  u  £34.  i    ■     *u 
—Special  referral  program— e.g.,  a  referral  system  was  set  up  in  each  btate  in  the 
Dallas  region.                                                                                           .  j     *  j 
—Special    projects— examples:    Mexican-American    outreach    project    conducted 
along  the  Texas-Mexico  border;  the  Navajo  Reservation  project  in  the  Dallas 

(75) 


76 

region;  the  Wyoming  Arapahoe-Shoshone  Tribal  Council  and  North  Dakota 
United  Tribal  Council  outreach  projects  conducted  in  the  Denver  region. 
In  January  and  February  1973,  State  welfare  public  information  officers  and  over 
100  national  organizations  were  briefed  on  the  SSI  program.  They  then  began  their 
own  outreach  efforts  using  their  own  communications  outlets. 

The  first  public  information  materials  on  SSI  were  distributed  to  Social  Security 
field  offices  in  April.  These  included  an  SSI  national  communications  strategy,  a 
speaker's  guide  on  SSI  provisions,  a  basic  SSI  leaflet,  and  a  basic  handbook  on  ad- 
ministrative preparations  for  SSI  and  news  releases  on  the  program. 

In  July,  a  package  of  news  releases  and  radio  communications  was  distributed  to 
field  offices  for  use  with  the  local  media.  Over  1,300  newspapers  printed  the  news 
releases,  and  radio  stations  across  the  country  made  spot  announcements  and  the 
SSI  program. 

During  August,  15  major  national  organizations  with  ties  to  aged,  blind,  and  dis- 
abled persons  were  surveyed  to  determine  how  they  could  help  enroll  new  eligibles. 
Materials  and  guidelines  were  provided  to  them  to  notify  their  members  through 
house  organs. 

In  September,  a  second  package  of  draft  news  releases  and  radio  and  TV  scripts 
was  distributed  to  the  field  for  local  usage  in  each  district. 

In  October,  a  self-screening  leaflet  for  potential  eligibles  was  distributed  to  field 
offices.  Also,  drafts  of  50  State  leaflets,  tailoring  SSI  information  to  individual 
States,  were  distributed  to  the  regional  commissioners. 

Also  in  October  1973,  SSA  undertook  two  pilot  efforts  designed  to  identify  the  best 
methods  of  finding  eligibles: 

National  master  beneficiary  record  (MBR). — To  determine  if  the  MRB  was  a 
good  source  for  SSI  leads.  Of  the  84,600  persons  contacted,  26.8  percent  ap- 
peared to  be  potentially  eligible. 

High  density  poverty  area  contact  program. — To  determine  the  effectiveness  of 

using  leads  from  high  density  poverty  areas.  Of  the  385,000  persons  contracted, 

26.9  percent  appeared  to  be  potentially  eligible. 

In  November,  TV  and  radio  spots  in  English  and  Spanish  were  distributed  for  use 

in  local  service  area  media  presentations.  Other  audio-visual  materials — slides,  a 

film,  and  pesters — were  distributed  to  field  offices. 

And  in  December,  a  third  package  of  news  releases,  radio  and  TV  scripts,  and 
question-and-answer  columns  was  distributed  to  the  field. 

III.  OUTREACH  EFFORTS  DURING  START  OF  SSI — 1974 

In  addition  to  receiving  referrals  from  welfare  agencies,  private  groups,  churches, 
etc.,  of  potentially  eligible  SSI  recipients  to  SSA  field  offices,  SSA  continued  to 
search  out  persons  through  several  massive  Federal,  State,  local,  and  nonprofit 
agency  efforts: 

In  January-June  a  massive  outreach  campaign,  known  as  SSI  Alert,  coordinated 
by  Dr.  Arthur  Flemming,  U.S.  Commissioner  on  Aging,  and  eight  national  volun- 
tary organizations  recruited  community  and  neighborhood  volunteers.  The  goal  was 
to  contact  older  persons  and  minority  group  members  whose  participation  in  assist- 
ance programs  was  usually  minimal.  Over  30,000  volunteers  worked  in  630  locations 
to  contact  potential  eligibles.  Of  the  252,000  referral  notices  issued,  16.7  proved  po- 
tentially eligible. 

MBR  Leads  Project 

Because  the  October  1973  test  of  the  MBR  as  a  source  of  leads  showed  good  poten- 
tial, in  early  1974,  SSA  began  a  16-month  outreach  program  to  contact  those  indi- 
viduals on  the  MBR  who  might  be  eligible  for  SSI.  However,  only  256,000  claims 
could  be  directly  related  to  the  mailing  of  leads  forms  to  the  5.2  million  people  se- 
lected as  potential  eligibles.  The  low  participation  rate  was  in  large  part  due  to  the 
fact  that  only  50  percent  of  the  people  responded  to  the  lead  questionnaire.  A  study 
of  those  who  did  not  respond  showed  that  the  major  portion  had  correctly  deter- 
mined that  they  were  not  eligible  because  of  their  income  or  resources.  The  remain- 
ing group  had  applied  for  SSI  already  or  were  not  interested  in  filing.  A  small 
number  did  file  because  of  the  followup  contact.  Many  of  those  who  did  respond 
were  found  to  be  ineligible  because  of  income  other  than  Social  Security  benefits  or 
because  of  their  resources. 
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IV.  OUTREACH  EFFORTS  1975  TO  PRESENT 

In  June  1975,  special  outreach  projects  were  conducted  in  Hays,  Kansas,  and  Bir- 
mingham, Alabama.  The  primary  purpose  was  to  see  if  there  were  potentially  eligi- 
ble people  who  had  never  heard  about  SSI.  The  project  also  was  designed  to  evalu- 
ate the  relative  effectiveness  of  the  media  used. 

The  characteristics  of  these  two  sites  provided  SSA  with  a  rural,  mid-American 
city — Hays,  KS — and  an  urban,  densely  populated,  high-poverty  city — Birmingham, 
AL — to  study  outreach  techniques. 

In  the  two  projects  SSA  used  a  combination  of  outreach  techniques:  special  tele- 
phone numbers,  outstationed  personnel,  and  volunteers  manning  telephones  in  com- 
munities distant  from  SSA  offices.  Virtually  all  media  forms  were  used.  An  informa- 
tional package  was  distributed  to  churches,  farm  and  veterans'  groups,  and  other 
organizations.  Special  franked  flyers  were  distributed  via  rural  route  carriers.  A 
special  press  packgige  was  produced  for  the  kickoff  of  the  campaign  and  press  re- 
leases were  issued  throughout  the  campaign.  Radio  and  TV  sp>ots  and  programs 
were  broadcast  during  the  course  of  the  project,  and  State  leaflets,  screening  forms, 
posters,  and  bus  cards  were  distributed. 

As  a  result,  the  district  offices  in  these  two  areas  received  approximately  one- 
third  more  inquiries  than  during  a  normal  work  period. 

During  the  project,  3,468  questionnaires  were  completed.  From  an  analysis  of 
them  SSA  found: 

— 643  claims  were  filed. 

— 50  percent  of  the  people  with  claims  that  were  approved  already  know  about 
SSI. 

— 84  percent  of  the  people  had  not  filed  before. 

— 70  percent  of  those  filing  claimed  disability  or  blindness;  30  percent  were  aged. 

—The  overall  denial  rate  was  60  percent  (70  percent  among  disabled  and  30  per- 
cent among  the  aged). 

— Of  the  claims  allowed,  11  percent  (29  persons)  had  earlier  claims  in  pr^     ss. 

—The  use  of  a  special  telephone  number  was  effective  in  metropolitan  areas  but 
not  in  rural  situations. 

—The  claimants  preferred  to  come  to  the  regular  SSA  office  rather  than  to  the 
special  field  offices  set  up  in  low-income  neighborhoods. 

Based  on  analysis  of  the  Hays-Birmingham  project  SSA  staff  came  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  continuous  use  of  the  media,  along  with  leaflets  and  other  written  agency 
material  would  enable  SSA  to  reach  almost  all  of  the  intended  audience  in  time. 

Since  the  Hays-Birmingham  project  in  June  1975,  SSA  has  continued  an  exten- 
sive, ongoing  public  information  campaign  to  reach  potential  SSI  eligibles.  That 
campaign  relies  heavily  on  the  use  of  radio  and  newspaper  publicity.  A  series  of 
Social  Security  public  service  announcements  on  Social  Security  and  SSI  subjects 
are  distributed,  upon  request,  four  times  each  year  to  more  than  3,000  radio  stations 
for  continuous  play.  In  addition,  Spanish-language  messages  about  Social  Security 
and  SSI  are  distributed  to  radio  stations  serving  the  nation's  Hispanic  communities. 

Information  about  the  availability  of  SSI  and  how  to  apply  for  it  is  regularly  in- 
cluded in  the  Monthly  Information  Package  for  placement  with  local  papers  by 
SSA's  1,350  district  and  branch  offices  around  the  country.  And  Information  Items, 
a  monthly  newsletter  sent  to  about  5,000  groups  and  organizations  which  service 
Social  Security  and  SSI  constituences  regularly  publicizes  the  SSI  program.  Both 
the  Monthly  Information  Package  and  Information  Items  are  available  in  Spanish- 
language  versions. 

Currently,  two  of  SSA's  five  basic  publications  are  geared  to  informing  people  of 
the  availability  of  SSI.  The  leaflet,  SSI  for  Aged,  Disabled,  and  Blind  People,  is  dis- 
tributed to  field  offices  for  use  as  a  handout  to  potential  recipients.  About  1.5  mil- 
lion copies  of  the  leaflet  are  printed  each  year.  The  booklet,  A  Guide  to  Supplemen- 
tal Security  Income,  is  a  comprehensive  explanation  of  the  program  for  groups  and 
organizations  that  have  contact  with  potential  recipients.  More  than  a  million 
copies  are  printed  each  year. 

We  also  produce  50  State  SSI  leaflets,  which  explain  how  the  program  works  in 
the  individual  States.  These  leaflets  are  distributed  to  State  agencies,  as  well  as  to 
field  offices,  for  handout  to  potential  eligibles. 

In  1980,  in  cooperation  with  the  Department's  Office  of  Refugee  Resettlement, 
SSA  produced  a  bilingual  publication  for  Indochinese  refugees.  SSA  later  printed 
Spanish/English  and  French/English  versions  of  the  publication  for  Cuban  and  Hai- 
tian refugees.  These  were  distributed  to  field  offices.  Information  about  SSI  also  will 
be  provided  in  a  new  "universal  slide  series"  which  will  be  distributed  to  field  of- 
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fices  in  1984.  Field  offices  will  use  the  slide  series  to  develop  presentations  tailored 
to  specific  audiences. 

V.   1983  AMENDMENT  OUTREACH  EFFORTS 

The  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1983  (Public  Law  98-21)  require  SSA  to  send, 
prior  to  July  1984,  a  notice  to  all  elderly  OASDI  beneficiaries  who  are  potentially 
eligible  for  SSI.  Notices  will  be  sent  to  all  beneficiaries  whose  own  benefit  is  less 
than  $334  a  month  (or  $492  for  a  couple) — the  Federal  SSI  standard  plus  an  amount 
equal  to  the  standard  $20  income  disregard.  This  outreach  effort  will  result  in  seven 
million  self-mailer  notices  spread  over  five  monthly  mailings  between  the  10th  and 
20th  of  each  month  (February- June  1984)  staggered  by  the  last  digit  of  the  Social 
Security  number.  A  supply  of  the  self-mailers  will  be  sent  to  program  service  cen- 
ters for  remailing  in  cases  where  the  notice  is  returned  by  the  Postal  Service  as 
"undeliverable." 

The  1983  amendments  also  require  that  similar  information  on  SSI  availability  be 
sent  to  OASDI  beneficiaries  as  part  of  the  supplementary  medical  insurance  (SMI) 
enrollment  package  at  age  65.  These  notices  were  first  mailed  with  the  July  1983 
SMI' enrollment  package  and  have  been  enclosed  with  the  package  every  month 
since.  The  SMI  enrollment  package  is  sent  to  about  130,000  title  II  beneficiaries  per 
month. 

Evaluation  of  Outreach  Efforts 

The  Senate  Finance  Committee's  1977  staff  study  ^  of  the  Supplemental  Security 
Income  Program  under  the  section  on  "Outreach"  noted: 

"The  staff  *  *  *  finds  that  the  agency's  efforts  to  reach  the  potentially  eligible 
population  if  anything  have  exceeded  the  implied  mandate  of  an  agency  to  publicize 
its  programs." 


'  The  Supplemental  Security  Income  Program— Report  of  the  Staff  to  the  Committee  on  Fi- 
nance, U.S.  Senate,  Russell  B.  Long,  Chairman,  April  1977,  95th  Congress,  1st  session,  pp.  16-17. 
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ITEM  2.  GENERAL  INFORMATION  AND  MEDICAL  HISTORY  OF  ALEEN  C.  COOK 


FULL  NAf-lE: 
ADDRESS: 

PHONE : 

SOCIAL  SECURITY  NO. 

AGE: 

DATE  OF  BIRTH: 

MARITAL  STATUS: 

CHILDREN: 

EDUCATION: 

LIVING  SITUATION: 


WELFARE  OR  OTHER 
BENEFITS  RECEIVED: 


WORI'.  EXPERIENCE: 

May  through  October 
1969 


Aileen  Cornelia  Cook 

4124  South  Bernard  Road 
Joelton,  TN   37080 

(615)  876-2374 

415-12-4474 

60 

July  11,  1923 

Separated  for  19  years/widowed  October  1983 

Four  sons ,  none  dependent 

Completed  7th  Grade 

Lives  alone/owns  her  ov/n  home  - 
Bought  for  $7,000.00  in  1963, 
Still  owes  $3,000.00  on  mortgage. 
Pays  $81.00  per  month  installments. 


Food  Stamps  only  in  the  amount  of 
$30.00. 

County  Hospital  Medically  Needy  Program 
provides  prescribed  medications  at  no 
charge. 


Worked  as  a  Nurse's  Aide  at  a  local 
hospial. 

No  other  worl:  outside  the  home. 


REASON  FOR  LEAVING 
WORK: 


To  care  for  invalid  mother.   Mrs.  Cook 
was  sole  caretaker  for  her  mother  for 
8  years  prior  to  her  mother's  death. 


DISABILITY  ESTABLISHED: 


Received  SSI/Medicaid  in  1974  after 
being  determined  to  be  disabled. 
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MEDICAL  HISTORY: 
Arthritis 


Claimant  began  to  develop  arthritis  20  years  ago.   She 
has  been  treated  by  an  orthopedist,  Jerry  C.  Hunt,  M.D., 
since  1974  after  insurance  benefits  v/ere  awarded. 

Diagnosis:  Osteoarthritis  of  the  lumbar  spine,  neck, 
shoulder,  hands  and  hip.   Dr.  indicates  in 
treatments  notes  of  1/9/84  -  Surgery  is  needed 
to  eliminate  pain  in  lower  back.   Mrs.  Cook 
states  that  she  is  in  considerable  pain  through- 
out the  day  and  has  difficulty  sleeping  at  night 
because  of  the  pain. 

Medications  Prescribed:  (See  attached  medication  list) 

"Nerves" 

Claimant  began  to  develop  stress  related  psychiatric 
problems  in  1971.   She  has  been  seen  since  that  time  by 
William  E.  Coopwood,  M.D.,  for  nervous  condition. 

Diagnosis:  Depressive  neurosis.   Mrs.  Cook  states  that 

when  her  physical  problems  cause  her  severe  pain 
she  becomes  nervous  and  distressed  because  of 
the  pain. 

i. 

Medications  Prescribed:  (See  attached  medication  list) 

Hiatal  Hernia 

Claimant  has  had  hernia  repair  and  subsequent 
"tore  it  loose"  one  year  after  the  surgery  was  performed  in 
late  1969.   Has  experienced  increasing  amount  of  pain  due 
to  hernia  over  the  past  several  years.   Mrs.  Cook  sees  Dr. 
Evans  at  St.  Thomas  Outpatient  Clinic  for  this  problem.   He 
has  informed  her  that  corrective  surgery  is  indicated;  however, 
it  would  be  exptremely  dangerous  for  her  to  undergo  the 
surgery  because  of  the  location  of  the  tear. 

Medications  Prescribed:  (See  attached  medication  list) . 
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PRESCRIBED  MEDICATION  AND  COST  ANALYSIS 

FOR 

ALEEN  C.  COOK 


Number  in 

Problem 

Medication 

Prescription 

Dosage 

Cost 

per  Month 

Arthritis 

Norgesic  Tab 
Forte 

100 

4  per  day 

$ 

38.64 

Arthritis 

Indocrin 

30 

2  per  day 

23.21 

Pain 

Phenaphen  #3 

60 

2  per  day 

12.01 

Nerves 

Centrex 

30 

2-4  per  day 

21.64 

Hiatal  Hernia 

Tagiraent 

120 

4  per  day 

44.20 

Sleeping 

Chloraldydrate 

30 

1  per  day 

5.63 

Estrogen  depletion 

Pretiarin 

21 

1  per  day 

4.77 

TOTAL 

....  $ 

149.80 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION  NOTICES 

SENT  TO  MS.  COOK 
(in  chronological  order) 

This    section   contains    the    following: 

1.  Supplemental    Security    Income   Notice    date    11/26/83, 
states    that: 

Mrs.    Cook's    SSI   benefit   will    be    raised   to 
$314.00    beginning   January    1984. 

2.  Social    Security   Notice   of    Disapproval    of   Claim  dated 
1/13/84,    states    that: 

Mrs.    Cook    is   not    disabled   under    the    law.* 

This  notice  was  particularly  alarming  to  Mrs,   Cook  as  it  does  not  specify  that  the 
notice  pertained  to  Disabled  Widow's  Benefits,   nor  dies  it  explain  the  basic  re- 
quireitents  which  she  must  iteet  under  D.VJ.B.      This  notice,   as  read  by  the  claimant, 
said  that  she  was  no  longer  considered  disabled  and  was  no  longer  eligible  for  any 
benefits  in  any  program,   as  specified  in  the  last  sentence  of  the  notice. 

3.  Social    Security   Award   Letter   dated   2/21/84,    states   that: 

* 
■   Mrs.    Cook   has   been    awarded   benefits. 

This  notice  is  extrenely  confusing  and  led  to  a  great  deal  of  distress  for  Mrs. 
Cook.     First,   the  notice  informs  claimant  that  she  has  been  awarded  Social  Security 
benefits  in  the  anount  of  $349.00  per  month.     The  first  page   (mid-line)   has  a 
typed  instruction  "See  attached".     The  attached  stateirent  informs  claiitant  that 
she  is  entitled  to  a  luirp  sum  death  payment   ($255.00);   she  has  been  overpayed 
($693.99);   the  death  payment  has  been  used  to  recoup  part  of  the  alleged  overpayment; 
the  overpayirent  is  reduced  to  $438.00;    further  recovery  will  be  initiated  against 
any  retroactive  Social  Security  benfits  she  has  accrued   (prior  to  claimant  receiving 
an  retroactive  check) . 

The  second  page  of  the  notice  tells  claimant  she  may  appeal  and  file  a  waiver.     The 
notice  informs  her  that  benefits  will  be  withheld  if  the  Social  Security  does  not 
hear  from  her  within  30  days.     The  claimant  believed  one  month  prior  had  been 
reconsidered  and  that  she  was  awarded  benefits  after  all.      She  had  no  idea  what 
the  overpaynent  was  about  because  she  and  her  dependent  child  received  the  checks 
referred  to  in  the  notice  in  1969  on  her  disabled  husband's  account.     This  was 
a  one  tiiiB  payrrent  because  the  child  turned  18  the  month  following  the  award  of 
benefits.     No  further  checks  were  received.     Mrs.   Cook  had  not  been  notified  as 
to  the  existence  of  an  overpaiiient  until  she  received  this  notice  dated  2/21/84 
(after  15  years  had  lapsed) . 

4.  Social    Security   Notice   of    Reconsideration   dated    2/27/84, 
states    that: 

Original    denial    of   benefits    is    upheld.  * 

Suddenly,  Mrs.   Cook  is  infornEd  that  she  is  not  eligible  for  benefits.     Again,  the 
notice  does  not  specifically  inform  the  claiiiant  chat  Disabled  Widow's  Benefits 
are  separate  from  the  V^Jidow's  Benefits  that  she  vras  award  6  days  prior  to  this 
denial.     Mrs.  Cook  thought  that  she  was  being  turned  down  again  for  any  type  of 
benefits. 
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5.   Social  Security  Benefit  Information  Notice  dated  4/6/84, 

states  that: 

An   adjustment   has   been  made   on    the  benefits 
payable   on  her   husband's   record.  * 

*    Mrs.  Cook  again  is  distraught.     The  notice  infonrs  her  that  she  was  previously 
notified  that  she  had  $78.00  payable  after  the  SSI  offset  which  would  be  used  to 
reduce  the  alleged  overpayitent  to  $360.00.     Mrs.   Cook  felt  that  she  must  have 
missed  a  notice  because  she  had  not  been  informed  as  to  the  specific  amount  of 
$78.00.     The  notice  further  states  that  the  Social  Security  Administration  will 
send  her  a  check  for  the  $78.00  soon.     The  notice  e}?)lains  that  the  $78.00  chedc 
represents  the  balance  of  retroactive  benefits  due  after  the  Social  Security 
Administration  withheld  benefits  due  to  offset  the  SSI  payments  for  the  same 
itonth.     The  notice  informs  Mrs.   CDok  that  she  has  been  overpaid  because  she 
received  $628.00  in  SSI  during  the  months  of  12/83  and  1/84.     She  is  asked  to 
refund  "this  overpaymsnt"  within  30  days  or  her  entire  check  will  be  withheld 
beginning  June  1984. 

It  is  itost  difficult  to  determine  v#iat  this  notice  is  saying.     Was  the  Social 
Security  retroactive  benefit  due  reduced  by  $628.00,    leaving  a  $78.00  balance 
due  to  the  claimant?  Or,    is  the  claimant  required  to  refund  the  $628.00  in  SSI 
she  received  during  a  period  that  she  was  eligible  for,  but  did  not  receive, 
Social  Security  benefits?     Is  the  $78.00  forthcoming?  Or,   has  it  been  withheld 
to  reduce  the  alleged  overpaynent  which  occurred  15  years  ago?     Will  Mrs.   Cook 
get  her  check  in  June? 

Mrs.   Cook  has  filed  a  waiver  dated  April  19,    1984.     As  of  this  date  there  has 
been  no  response  from  the  Social  Security  Administration. 

6.  Social    Security   Notice   dated   4/29/84,    states    t,hat: 

Claimant's   monthly   check   will   be    $338.00    for 
the   month   of    June    and    $349.00    for    the   month's 
thereafter.    * 

*     Mrs.   Cook  has  no  idea  vAiat  the  lower  rate  of  benefit  for  the  month  of  June  repre- 
sents.    The  notice  indicates  a  recovery  action  but  does  not  include  any  information. 
This  is  particularly  puzzling  since  a  waiver  was  filed,   thus  under  the  law,   stopping 
all  further  recovery  action  until  the  appeals  process  is  canpleted. 

7.  Photo    copy    of   Waiver   Request    SSA   Form   6  32     (Overpayment 
Recovery   Questionnaire)    and    letter    submitted   by    represen- 
tative. 


84 


Supplemental  Security  Income 
Notice  of  Change 

From:    Deparimenl  of  Health  and  Human  Services 

Social  Security  Adnninislralion 

Date:  11-26-8  3 

al=n  C    CuOk  Social  Security  Number: 

^iH  \   btriiNAKJ    RD  ^C9-26-^b51       Ul 

J^hLTON    Ifi  :>7CdO 

THS    AMQOMT    i;Ufc    YCU    BFGINNING    JA.KiJhRY    IVB't    WILL   BE    S31'..C0. 

THE    AIQuMT    DOi    YOU    IS   bEING    RAISED   BECAUSE    THE    LAW    PRGVIOES    FOR    AN 
INCKtHSl;    IN     SUHHLEMeNTAL    StCuRlTY    iNCOMt    PAYMtNTj    IN    JANUARY     198't    IF   IHbRE 
WAi    AN     liMCRtASt    IN    THE    CQi.T    DF    LlVlMG    CURING    "fnE     f-Ail    YbAK. 


Important;  See  other  side  for  an  explanation  of  vour  appeal  rights  and  other  information.  ► 
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Social  Security 

Notice  of  Disapproved  Claim 

From;    Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 

Soc i al  Security  Administration 

Date:  ni/n/oii 

Ale-n  C  Cook  Claim  Number 

itl?*)  S  Bernard   Rd  !ns-1?-'lil''U 

Joel  ton  TN  ^7030 


We  have  determined  that  you  are  not  entitled  to  disability  benefits  because  you  do  not  meet  the 
disability  requirement  of  the  law. 

After  carefully  studying  the  medical  evidence  in  your  claim  and  your  statements  it  has  been 
determined  that  your  condition  is  not  severe  enough  to  be  considered  disabling  within  the 
meaning  of  the  law.  Attached  to  this  notice  is  an  explanation  of  the  decision  we  made  in  your 
claim  and  how  we  arrived  at  it. 

Ifyour  condition  should  worsen,  you  should  get  in  touch  with  any  social  security  office  about 
filing  another  disability  application.  The  last  day  of  the  specified  7-year  period  for  you  is 
nfi/^0/P8  •  An  explanation  of  the  disability  requirement  and  the  7-year  period  is 

given  on  the  back  of  this  letter. 

If  you  believe  that  this  determination  is  not  correct,  you  may  request  that  yo'ur  case  be 
re-examined.  If  you  want  this  reconsideration,  you  must  request  it  not  later  than  60  days  from 
the  date  you  receive  this  notice.  You  may  make  your  request  through  any  social  security  office. 
If  additional  evidence  is  available,  you  should  submit  it  with  your  request.  Please  read  the 
enclosed  leaflet  for  a  full  explanation  of  your  right  to  question  the  determination  made  on  your 
claim. 

If  you  do  not  request  reconsideration  of  your  case  within  the  prescribed  time  period,  you  still 
have  the  right  to  file  another  application  at  any  time. 

If  you  have  questions  about  your  claim,  you  may  get  in  touch  with  any  social  security  office. 
Most  questions  can  be  handled  by  telephone  or  mail.  If  you  visit  an  office,  however,  please  take 
this  letter  with  you. 


Tn  addition,   you  nro  not  entitled  to  any  othT  brn^fits  based  on  the 
eipplicatlon  you  filed. 


Enclosure:  2      ^ 

SSA  Publication  No.  05- 10058  C^r      r^-'.  -^-^ 


Important:  See  other  side  for  additional  information.  ► 


FormSSA-LlW6.l  (9.811 
Pfior  edition*  mjy  be  used 
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Social  Security 
Award  Certificate 


From:   Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Social  Security  Administration 


ALE6N    C    COOK 

4124     S    BERNARD    RD 

JOELTCN    TN 


37C80 


Date 


Claim  Number: 


0  3^1/84 


415-12-4474       C 

Dfttc  of  MoDthly 

EQUUeonit  Beoefit 


meow 


12/83 


$349. CO 


WE  HAVE  AWARDED  YOU  SOCIAL  SECURITY  BENEFITS  BEGINNING  02/84  AND 
THE  ANCUNT  CF  YOUR  FIRST  CFECK  IS  1349.00. 

SHORTLY  AFTER  03/03/04  YCU  WILL  RECEIVE  YCUR  FIRST  CHECK  WHICH 
WILL  INCLUDE  BENEFITS  OU  E  YCU  FOR  C2/S4.  AFTER  THAT,  A  CHECK  FCP 
$349.00  WILL  BE  SENT  EACH  MONTH. 

WE  HAVE  NOT  DETERMINED  THE  AMCUNT  CF  THE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  BENEFITS 
YOU  ARE  DUE  FOR  12/83  THROUGH  01/84.  THESE  BE^EFITS  MUST  BE 
REDUCED  IF  YOU  GET  SUPPLEMENTAL  SECURITY  INCCNE  BENEFITS  FOR 
THOSE  MONTHS.  IF  YOU  DON'T  GET  SUPPLEMENTAL  SECURITY  INCCME 
BENEFITS  FOR  THOSE  MONTHS,  YCUR  PAST  DUE  BENEFITS  WILL  NOT  BE 
REDUCED. 

AFTER  WE  DECIDE  HCW  MUCH  YOUR  PAST  CUE  BENEFITS  SHCULD  BE,  WE 
WILL  SEND  YOU  ANOTHER  NOTICE  AND  ANY  BENEFITS  YCU  ARE  DUE. 

BECAUSE  OF  A  CHANGE  IN  THE  LAW,  YOUR  REGULAR  PAYMENT  WILL  BE 
ROUNDED  DOWN  TO  THE  DOLLAR  EVEN  THCUGH  YOUR  MCNTHLY  BENEFIT  CF 
RECORD  MAY  BE  IN  DOLLARS  AND  CENTS. 

BASED  ON  THE  INFORMATION  GIVEN  TO  US,  YCU  WERE  ECRN  ON  JULY  11, 
1923. 

SEE  ATTACHED 


YOU  HAVE  CERTAIN  RIGHTS  WITH  RESPECT  TG  THIS  CVERPAYMENT  AND  US 
RECOVERY. 

I.   RIGHT  TO  APPEAL:   IF  YOU  DISAGREE  IN  ANY  VAY  WITH  THIS  CVER- 
PAYMENT OETERMINATICM,  YCU  HAVE  THE  RIGHT,  WITHIN  60  DAYS  CF  TFE 


I      ENCLOSURE:   SSA-3105 

This  certifies  that  you  (or  the  person(s)  on  whose  behalf  you 
applied),  became  entitled  under  the  Social  Security  Act  to  the 
Social  Security  benefits  shown. 


o;,!C  •  V.:'---.  tc-  •c.-y:.ao,r\z\  nitonnctiOD ; 


Q^a.C^.4^ 


Acting  Commissior 
of  Social  Security 


Form  SSA-L30-CI  (10-83) 
Dntroy  prior  cditioiu 
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30   I  415-12-4'i7'^ 


OATC  YOU  PCCEIVE  THIS  ^JOTICE,  TO  RECL'EST  THAT  THE  DETF  R  M INAT I CN 
DF  PECnvsIuEPEO.   IF  YOU  ^^ECUEST  THIS  INHEPEMCENT  "EVIEW  OF  THE 
OVERPAY'^CNT  OfTERMINATIOM,  PLEASE  SL^VIT  ANY  ADDITICNAL  INFOR- 
MATION YOU  HAVE  WHICH  "EPTAir.S  TC  THE  C  VEPt>  AY  N  ENT . 

?.   RIGHT  TO  PFQUEST  n'MVFR:   Ynu  ALSC  HAVE  TEE  RIGHT  TC  REQUEST 
A  DETEP'MNAT ICN  CONCERNING  THE  MEED  TC  RECOVER  THE  CVERPAYMENT. 
Ari  PVERPAYMFNT  MUST  BF  PEFU.NDEO  OR  WITHHELD  FROM  BENEFITS  UNLESS 
30TH  OF  THE  FOLLOWINr,  APE  TRUE: 

A.  "THE  OVERPAYMENT  l,AS  NCT  YOUR  FAL'LT  IN  ANY  WAY;  AND 

B.  YOU  COULD  NOT  MEET  YOUR  NECESSARY  LIVING  EXPENSES  IF  WE 
RECOVERED  THE  OVERPAYMENT,  CR  RECOVERY  V.OULD  3E  UNFAIR 
FOR  SOME  OTHER  REASON. 

IF  YOU  REQUEST  WAIVER,  WE  MAY  MEED  A  STATEMENT  OF  YOUR  ASSETS  AND 
MONTHLY  INCOME  AND  EXPENSES. 

IF  YOU  REQUEST  RECONSIDERATION  ANO/CR  WAIVER  VITHIN  30  DAYS,  THE 
PLANNED  Iv  ITHHOL'TING  OF  YCUP  BENEFIT  TC  RECOVEP  THE  OVERPAYMENT 
WILL  NOT  TAKF  PLACE  UNTIL  YOUR  CASE  IS  REVIEWED.   THIS  REVIEW  IS 
nFSCRI3ED  IN  MORE  DETAIL  ON  THE  ATTACHFC  FORM  SSA-3105,  IMPORTANT 
INFORMATION  ABOUT  YOUR  APPEAL  AND  WAIVER  RIGHTS.   THE  PEOPLE  IN 
ANY  SOCIAL  SECURITY  OFFICE  WILL  3E  GLAD  TO  HELP  YOU  COMPLETE  THE 
FORMS  FOR  REQUESTING  RFC CNS  I DERAT I CN  (SSA-561-U2,  REQUEST  FOR 
RECONSIDERATION)  ANT/OR  WAIVER  (SSA-632-F4,  OVERPAYMENT  RECOVERY 
QUESTIONNAIRE) . 

EVEN  IF  YOU  DO  NOT  WANT  TO  REQUEST  PECC NS lOER ^T ICN  CR  WAIVER, 
PLEASE  CALL,  WRITE  OR  VISIT  ANY  SOCIAL  SECURITY  OFFICE  IF  THE 
PLANNED  WITHHOLDING  OF  YOUR  MCNTHLY  PAYVENT  WCULC  CAUSE 
HARDSHIP.   PLEASE  TAKE  THIS  LETTER  WITH  YOU  IF  YCU  DO  VISIT  AN 
CFFICF.   UNLESS  KE  HEAR  FPCM  YOU  WITHIN  30  CAYS,  WE  WILL  WITHHOLD 
YOUR  PAYMENT  AS  SHOWN  ABOVE. 

THE  CHANGE  IN  BENEFIT  RATES  IS  DUE  TC  A^E^D^'E^TS  TO  THE 
SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT. 

YCU  ARE  NOT  ELIGIBLE  FOR  ANY  TYPE  CF  BENEFIT  CTFER  THAN  WHAT  IS 
STATED  CN  THIS  CERTIFICATE.   ENTITLEMENT  TC  ANOTHER  BENEFIT 
ON  THIS  OR  ANY  OTHER  RECORD  IN  THE  FUTURE  REOLIRES  A  SEPARATE 
APPL  ICATION. 

IF  YOU  BELIEVE  THAT  THIS  DETERMINATION  IS  NCT  CORRECT,  YOU  MAY 
REQUEST  THAT  YPUR  CASE  BE  REEXAMINED.   IF  YCU  WANT  THIS  RECON- 
SIDERATION, YOM  MUST  REOUFST  IT  NOT  LATER  THAN  60  CAYS  FROM  TFE 
DATF  YOU  RECEIVE  THIS  NOTICE.   YOU  MAY  MAKE  ANY  SUCH  REQUEST 
THRCUGH  ANY  SOCIAL  SECURITY  OFFICE.   IF  ACDITICNAL  EVIDENCE  IS 
AVAILABLE,  YOU  SHCUID  SUe"IT  IT  WITH  YCUR  RECLE5T. 

I-^  YOU  HAVE  OU'-STinNS  ABCUT  YOUR  CLAI",  YOU  MAY  GET  IN  TOUCH  V.ITH 

ANY  SOCIAL  SECURITY  CFFICF,   MOST  CUF5TICNS  C tK     BE  HANDLED  BY 

TEL'^PHONF  OR  HAIL.   IF  YOU  VISIT  AN  OFFICE,  HOWEVER,  PLEASE  TAKF 
THI S  NOTICE  WITH  YOU. 
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Social  Security 

Notice  of  Reconsideration 


a«3 


From:    Deparlmenl  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Social  Securily  Adminisiralion 


^^^^-  02/27/R4 

Aleen  C  Cook  Q^jf^  Number: 

4124   S  Bernard   Rd  415-12-44 

Joel  ton  TN  57080 


Claim  for 

n   Disability  Insurance  Benefits 

P^  Disabled  Widow,  Widower  Benefits 

n  Childhood  Disability  Benefits 


Upon  receipt  of  your  request  for  reconsideration  we  had  your  claim  independently  reviewed  by  a 
physician  and  disability  examiner  in  the  State  agency  which  works  with  us  in  making  disability 
determinations.  The  evidence  in  your  case  has  been  thoroughly  evaluated,  this  includes  tht  . 
medical  evidence  and  the  additional  information  received  since  the  original  decision.  We  find 
that  the  previous  determination  denying  your  claim  was  proper  under  the  law.  ''"he  reverse  of 
this  notice  identifies  the  legal  requirements  for  your  type  of  claim. 

If  you  believe  that  the  reconsideration  determination  is  pot  correct,  you  may  request  a  hearing 
before  an  administrative  law  judge  of  the  Office  of  Hearings  and  Appeals.  If  you  want  a 
hearing,  you  must  request  it  not  later  than  60  days  from  the  dale  you  receive  this  notice.  You 
may  make  your  request  through  any  social  secunfy  office.  Read  the  enclosed  leaflet  for  a  full 
explanation  of  your  right  to  appeal. 

If  you  do  not  request  a  hearing  of  your  case  within  the  prescribed  time  period,  you  still  have  the 
right  to  file  another  application  at  any  time. 

If  you  have  questions  about  your  claim,  you  should  get  in  touch  with  any  social  security  office. 
Most  questions  can  be  handled  by  telephone  or  mail.  If  you  visit  an  office,  however,  please  take 
thisletter  with  you. 


Enclosure:  i'^'tfi^'"'' 

SSAPub.  No.  70-10282  •  -yS-Jv 

Important:  See  other  side  for  additional  inforination 
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Social  Security 
Benefit  Information 

FROM:        SOUTHEASTERN    PROGRAM    SERVICE    CENTER 
84  iUUIWH  AM,     ALrtOA'^IA -35^*5- 


ALEcN    C    COOK 
4124    S    BERNARD    RO 


f^J&^y 


THE    BENEFITS    PAYABLE    ON    THIS    SOCIAL    SECURITY    RECORD    HAVE    BEEN 
ADJUSTED. 

AS   WE   PREVIOUSLY   NOTIFIED    YOU   WE   ARE    USING   THE    S78.00    PAYABLE  AFTER 
SUPPLEMENTAL   SECURITY    INCOME   OFFSET   TO    RECUDE   YOUR'S   AND    DARRELL'S 
OVERPAYMENTS    TO    ?360.00. 


IN    A.N    EARLIER    NOTICE    WE    TOLD    YOU    THAT    HE    WCULD    REDUCE    YCUS    SOCIAL 
SECURITY    BENEFITS    FOR    12/83    THROUGH    01/84     IF    YCU    HAD   RECEIVED 
SUPPLEMENTAL    SECURITY     INCOME    PAYMENTS    FOR    THIS    PERICD.       hE    HAVE 
REVIEWED    YOUR    CLAIM    AND    HAVE    DETERMINED    THAT    YCUR    SCCIAL    SECURITY 
BENEFITS    MUST     BE    REDUCED    BY     $628.00.       WE    ti  1 L  L    SEND    YOU    A    CHECK 
SOON    FOR    $78.00,     THE    BALANCE    CF    THE    SCCIAL    SECURITY    BENEFITS    r.E 
WITHHELD. 

WE    REDUCED    YOUR    SCCIAL    SECURITY    BENEFITS    BECAUSE    YCU   RECEIVED 
SUPPLEME;v|TAL    SECURITY     INCCME    PAYMENTS    FDR     12/83    THRCUGH    01/84. 
YOLR    SUPPLEMENTAL    SECURITY     INCCME    PAYMENTS    FCR    THIS    PERICD    WCLLD 
HAVE    BEEiN    $fa2b.00    LESS     IF    YCUR    SOCIAL    SECURITY    BENEFITS    HAD    BEEN 
PAID    WHE\    THEY    WERE    REGULARLY    CUE. 

YOU    SHOULD    REFUND    THIS    OVERPAYMENT     WITHIN    30    DAYS.     PLEASE    MAKE 
YOUR    CHECK    OR    MONEY    ORDER    PAYABLE    TC    "SOCIAL    SECURITY 
ADMINIST:^AT  ICN,"    AND    SEND    IT    TO    US     IN    THE    ENCLOSED    ENVELOPE. 
ALWAYS     I  JCLUDE    YOUR    CLAIM    NUMBER    (AS     INDICATED    ABOVE)    ON    THE 
CHECK    OR    MONEY    0:^OER. 

IF    WE    DO    NOT    RECEIVE    YCUR    REFUMC    WITHIN    3C    DAYS,    Tf.E    PLAN    TO 
RECOVER    THE    OVERPAYMENT    BY    WIThHOLCING    YCUR    FULL    BENEFIT     EACH 
MONTH    BEGINNING    WITH    THE    PAYMENT    YCL    WOULD    NCRNALLY 
RECEIVE    ABOUT    06/03/84.    WE    WILL    CONTINUE    IC    WITHHULC    YOUR 
BENEFIT    UNTIL     THE    OVERPAYMENT    HAS     BEEN    FULLY    PECCVEREO- 


SEE    NEXT    PAGE 
!mportanF:'l?lk:°ofn'j^*iUC' H^/LH^°xw^i^::ti^n  of  vnisr  i-.pper.l  rt-lits  and  oliicr  iiiformalioii.P- 
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Social  Security 
Benefit  Information 


A  I';-!  ?-^^7^. 


YOUR   NEXT    PAYMENT    FOR  SB'-g-CO    WILL     INCLLCE    BENEFITS    DUE     THRCUGH 

0<V/8<..       AFTER    THAT,     YOU   WILL    RECEIVE    YCUP    REGULAR    KCNTHLY    CHECK 
FOR       $34^.00. 

IF    YOU    HAVE    QUESTIONS    ABOUT    YCUR    CLAIM,    YCL  ^AV    GET     IN    TOUCH    ViITH 

ANY    SOCIAL    SECURITY    OFFICE.       COST    CUESTICNS  CAN    EE    HANDLED    BY 

TELEPHONE    OR    MAIL.        IF    YOU    VISIT    AN    OFFICE,  FCkvEVER,    PLEASE    TAKE 
THIS   NOTICE    WITH    YOU. 


Iinporlant;  See  other  side  for  an  explanation  of  >our  appeal  rishtb  and  other  information.  > 

lun.r<m,,.>..(l>.uhl.a,.dHu.n.»VT.ic.s  1  o,m  SS.\-U7vll  1 1-S31 
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/- 


Birmingham.  Alabama  35285 


y/)/*V 


Your  Clsim  Number 


ALEEN   C    COOK 
<tl24    S    BERMARO    RD 
NASHVILLE    TN  37080 


'»15-12-'.47't 


DEFERRED    PAYME^JT 

or  As  a  result  of  the  action  being  taken,  benefit  payments  have  been  refigured  as  shown  belo  . 
The  amount  shown  in  column  4,  represents  all  benefits  due  on  this  claim  through  the  month  shown 
in  column  5.  You  will  then  receive  the  amount  shown  in  column  3  regularly  each  month. 

D  Benefit  payments  have  been  discontinued  with  the  month  shown  in  column  2  for  the  reason 
shown  above. 

D  We  have  determined  that  you  are  entitled  to  the  benefits  shown  below. 

D  As  shown  below,  the  next  pa>Tnent  will  be  sent  to  you  shortly.  You  will  then  receive  the  amount 
shown  in  column  3  regularly  each  month. 


Additional  pa>'ment  infornution 


BASED    ON    PRICR   CCRRESPONDENCE, 
BENEFITS    WILL    BE     PAID    AS    FOLLOWS. 


o^jiaxt-puj  mem — 


Note  to  Terminated  Beneficiary: 

Earnings  for  the  entire  year  both  before  and  after  your  benefits  were  stopped  must  be  considered] 
in  determining  whether  you  earned  more  than  the  allowable  yearly  limit.  Please  read  the  back  of  this 
notice  for  additional  information  on  work  and  reporting. 

Note  to  Terminated  Mother/Father  Beneficiary: 

You  are  not  entitled  to  widow(er)'s  benefits  because  you  are  not  age  60  or  disabled  and  age  50. 

Note  to  Terminated  Wife  Beneficiary: 

You  are  not  entitled  to  retirement  benefits  because  you  are  not  yet  age  62. 

Note  to  Student  Beneficiary: 

If  your  benefits  are  being  stopped  because  we  did  not  receive  your  student  report  and  you  filed  a  report 
with  your  school  more  than  two  weeks  ago,  please  contact  anv  Social  Security  office  for  assistance. 
DO  NOT  CONTACT  YOUR  SCHOOL  IF  YOU  HAVE  ALREADY  FILED  A  REPORT. 

If  you  have  not  completed  your  report  you  should  do  so  IMMEDIATELY  and  take  it  to  your  school. 
If  you  need  a  report  form,  ask  for  one  at  any  Social  Security  office.  If  you  have  taken  the  form  to 
your  school  within  the  last  two  weeks,  you  needn't  contact  the  Social  Security  office  unless  j'our 
next  benefit  check  does  not  arrive  on  time. 


Important:  See  other  side  for  an  explanation  of  your  appeal  rights  and  other  information.  ► 


36-987     0—84 7 
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■M         LEGAL  SERVICES  OF  MIDDLE  TENNESSEE.  INC. 
1512  Parkway  Towers 
404  James  Robertson  Parkway.  Nashville,  Tennessee  37219      (615)  244-6610 

April    19,    1984 


Social  Security  Adminsitration 
1720  West  End  Building 
Nashville,  Tennessee   37203 

Re:  Aleen  C.  Cook,  SSM  415-12-4474 

Dear  Sir  or  Madam: 

I  represent  Ms.  Cook  in  her  attempt  to  receive  disabled 
widow's  benefits.   Please  find  enclosed,  for  your  information, 
an  appointment  of  representative  form. 

Enclosed  is  a  waiver  submitted  in  regards  to  the  alleged 
overpayment  of  $693.00  which  apparently  occurred  15  years  ago. 
Until  the  date  of  this  notice,  Ms.  Cook  had  not  received  any 
indication  from  the  Social  Security  Administration  that  she  had 
been  overpaid  in  1969  when  she  received  one  check  as  a  Aiother 
with  a  dependent  child  and  one  check  as  payee  for  her  child. 

It  appears  that  Ms.  Cook  was  not  afforded  her  right  to 
due  process  considering  the  facts  surrounding  this  particular 
case.   Ms.  Cook  did  not  have  the  opportunity  to  appeal  the 
Social  Security  Administration  decision  to  deduct  the  $255.00 
lump  sura  death  payment  as  an  attempt  to  recover  a  portion  of 
the  alleged  overpayment.   This  is  particularly  of  concern  since 
the  alleged  overpayment  occurred  15  years  prior  to  her  being 
notified  of  such  an  overpayment. 

Ms.  Cook  finds  that  she  is  presently  in  a  financial  bind 
because  she  must  accept  the  widow's  benefits  on  her  deceased 
husband's  account  without  benefit  of  medical  insurance.   Prior 
to  her  husband's  death  Ms.  Cook  survived  on  an  SSI  check  with 
Medicaid  coverage  which  paid  her  $149.00  monthly  medication 
cost.   The  widow's  benefit  check  is  $35.00  more  each  than  the 
Supplemental  Security  Income  check.   Thus,  she  has  the  same 
expenses,  loses  her  medical  insurance  coverage  and  must  incur 
the  cost  of  her  doctors'  bills  cind  buy  her  own  monthly  medica- 
tion. 

BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS     STAFF  ATTORNEYS 

Sa,.„  Emery  McCanno.        L^"f  ?    r'lihr'"  ?,""."  •'c^o^r'"^  Judy  L.  Bo„d-McKi,«ck       David  Ettinger     Afe,  J.  Hurd 

^.^  F^.^,  ^^V^J   ^      °°''  !',!!■'""'  ^-  ^''"'"■'-  Mariljn  J    Devins  Kattiy  Skagg,       Mary  IV    H  r 

John  Chad«eU  Dot  Dobbins  Albert  Pnrtee  111  Beverly  D    Fisher  "»T«.   "r 

s^,.,^  Juliet  Griffin  Kathy  Principe 

t!^  B    Herbert  Donna  S.  Harkness  David  J.  Tarpley 

Drake  HoUiday  Ashley  T.  WilCshii«.  Jr 
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Presently  Ms.  Cook  has  no  idea  how  she  will  h=  =kt   ^ 
the  cost  of  her  medical  care  as  needed.  ^^^^   ^°   "^^"^ 

Ms   cook  contends  that  the  overpayment  was  not  her  fault  and 
that  she  only  received  one  t-h^r-lf  <=o^  v,=,^«i  ^    1  rauxt  ana 

son  prior  to  her  son  turning  18  in  igelMf  ^r     v"^  ^''^^'^  '°'   *^"^ 

Ms.  Cook  requests  that  the  Social  Security  Administr^t ir,n 
grant  the  waiver  of  overpayment  based  on  the  Let  that  she  meets 
both  requirements  for  waiver.   Ms.  Cook  also  requests  that  th^ 
social  security  Administration  refund  all  o?  thel^ds  deductli 
from  her  benefits  to  recover  the  overpayment  becau^  she  waf ^t 
given  the  opportunity  to  appeal  the  action,  and  that  the  over- 
payment occurred  15  years  prior  to  her  bei^g  notified  by  ?he 
Social  Security  Administration.  ^ij-iea  oy  tne 

regardlnrthis^matt^r!'^"^  '°   ^°"^^=^  ™^  ''   ^°"  '^^^  -V  questions 

ie  A.  Beery-Day, 
legal  Advocate 


JB-D:bt 
enclosures 
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DEPAHTMENT  OF  HE^LTr"  AND  HUMAN  SERVICES 
SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACMIHISTHATION 


OVERPAYMENT  RECOVERY  QUESTIONNAIRE 


SOCIAL  SECURI-'Y  CLAi 

415-12-4474 


ALEEN    C.    COOK 


r*SURE'J  INDIVIDUAL 


THOMAS    E.    COOK 


Privacy  Act  Notice:    U  an  overpayment  has  been  made,  the  Social  Security  Administration  (SSA)  is  required 
by  lai*'  to  recover  such  amoun;  unless  recover)  of  the  overpayment  may  be  waived.  Recovery  cf  ac  over- 
payment n'ay  be  waived  onlv  if  you  are  not  at  fault  in  connection  with  the  overpayment  AND  recovery  would 
deprive  yoa  of  income  necessary  to  meet  your  ordinary  living  expenses  or  would  he  otherwise  unfair.  The 
information  requested  on  this  form  is  authorized  by  law  and  will  enable  SSA  to  determine  whether  recovery 
may  be  waived.    If  SSA  determines  that  recovery  may  not  be  waived,  the  flna.Tcial  information  on  this  form 
may  be  important  in  establishing  the  r?te  of  recovery  or  the  extent  of  the  recovery  eifor's.  Disclosure  of 
information  requested  on  this  questionnaire  is  voluntary,  but  failure  to  provide  the  information  requested 
mav  result  in  a  denial  of  your  request  for  waiver,  and,  if  SS.A  is  unable  to  recover  the  overpayment,  it  may 
be  necessary  to  report  the  overpayment  to  the  General  Accounting  Office  for  further  collection  effort. 

The  infbnnation  you  furnish  on  this  form  may  be  disclosed  by  SSA  to  another  person  or  to  another  govern- 
ment agency  for  the  following  purposes: 

1)  to  assist  SSA  in  establishing  the  right  of  an  individuil  to  social  security  or 
Mack  lung  benefits  and/or  the  amount  thereof; 

2)  to  facilitate  statistical  research  and  audit  activities  necessary  to  assure  the 
integrity  and  improvement  of  the  programs  administered  by  SSA,  and 

3)  to  comply  with  Federal  laws  requiring  the  exchange  of  information  between  SSA 
and  another  age.icy  (such  as  the  General  Accounting  Office). 

*  Sections  204,  1631(b),  and  1870  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended  (42  United  States  Code  404, 
1383,  and  1395gg)  and  section  413(b)  of  the  Federal  Coal  Mine  Health  and  Safety  Act  of  1959,  as 
amended  (30  United  States  Code  923(b)). 


PART  I  -  WITHOUT  FAULT  STATEMENT 
(To  he  completed  by  all  applicants  for  waiver) 


1.  F.xplain  fully  why  you  thought  the  incorrect  payment  was  due  you  and  why  the  overpay.iient 
was  not  vour  fault. . —— 


I  had  never  received  instructions  from  Social  Security.  My  husband 


and  I  had  been  seperated  fro  four  (4)  years.   Prior  to  my  son  and  I 
receiving  the  lump  sum  payment,  I,  nor  my  son  ever  received  monthly 


chekcs  after  the  lump  sum.  My  husband  applied  spp^rately  from  ii.<^. 
I  only  went  to  Social  Security  three  (3)  years  prior  to  receiving 
benefits  to  take  my  son's  birth  certificate. 


2.  Did  you  report  the  change  which  affected  your  monthly 
payment? 

IF  "YES"  WHEN  D:0  you  REPORT:     {Give  date} 


D 


0 


IF   "NO"  WHY   OION'T   YOU  REPORT? 


Presently    I   have    learned   that   my    son's    marriage    is    thf^    rausp    nf 


+-hf^    overpayment.       T    did    not    know    that    t-his    wonlri    affiant    the   1 

imn 

sum  payment. 

3.  (f  you  are  overpaid  because  of  your  earnings,  what  did  you  do  to  limit  your  earnings? 

N/A 

FORM   SSA-63?  f=l 
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.  ffhen  were  ihe  condilions  under  "hich  you  could  receive  paymenls  first  explnined  to  you? 

Never.   I  got  the  lump  sum  payment.   Then  I  received  a  letter  saying 

my  son's  eighteenth  (18th)  birthday  would  prohibit  further  monthly  paymen 

Do  you   NOWrullv 
K  "No."  explain: 


S.  Do  you   NOW  (ully  understand    reporl'ngresponsibihlies'  rri  [— ■ 


(Only  as  it  applies  to  MY  SSI  payments) 


PART  II  -  REPRESENTATIVE  PAYMENT  MADE 

(To  be  completed  OKL\  by  a  represenlilwt  payee) 


6.  Give  the  name  and  present  address  of  the  person  for  whom  you  received  payment; 

Darrell  C.  Cook,  Tine  Bay  Drive,  Hendersonville,  Tennessee 

7.  Were  the  incorrect  payments  used  for  this  person?  p_  __ 

^     ,  Q    Yes  U    No 

Explain 


PART  III  -  POSSESSION  OF  OVERPAYMENT 

(To  be  completed  by  all  applicants  /or  uaiver) 


8.  Do  you  hove  any  of  the  incorrectly  paid  checks  or  p..  __ 

payments  in  your  possession?  l_i    YeS  LiJ 

If  "Yes,"  show  the  total  amount  ^ 


THESE  FUNDS  SHOULD  BE  RETURNED  TO  SOCIAL  SECURITY  IMMEDIATELY. 

9.  Have  you  transferred  by  loan.  Ritt,  sale,  etc.  any  properly                      __ 

or  cash  since  you  were  notified  of  the  overpayment?                                 LJ    Yes 

Q    No 

If  ■■Ves,"  expln.n: 

10.  ll.,vo  V..U  Wen  noiil.<-d  ih.it  y..u  will  receive                                                 _-, 

an  iniicrilance  frnni  a  person  who  died  recently?                                              LJ     YeS 

ED    No 

If  "Ves,"  explain: 
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f  ART  IV  -  REFUND  QUESTIONNAIRE 

fTo  *«  cxtmfileled  ky  Ibt  person  for  whom  rr/mymenl  0/  Ike  ouerpnynenl  U.011U  c 


11.  LIST  YOUR  MONTHLY  INCOME  (includin,  anv  income  ot  your  spoiAse  or  my 
dependent  relative  living  in  the  boutekoldu  ilk  you)  (com: 


depended 

SocUl  Secucil)   benefits 


Supplemental  Secufit]/  In 


Suite 


■  local  welfare  payment.    Specify: 


Other  benefits,  suck  as  Veterans  Adrainistralion, 
inemploymenl,  Black  Lung,  railroad,  private  pens 
Specify: 


Earnings  (take-borne  wages  and  average  net  earnings  fro. 

emptoyment.) 

Specify: 


-mTe 

boarder 
Specify 


uch  as  dividencis,  interest,  rentals 


TOTAL  MONTHLY  INCOME 


12.  Do  vou  sapport,  either  fully  or  in  part,  anyone  other  tha 
If  'Tes."  give  the  following  information  about  each  pe 


D 


Q 


'  NONE.  ENTER  "NONE.' 


H/A 


13.  LIST  THF  nSIIVf.  FXPRNSKS  OF  YOUR  MOUSEIIOI.n  ON  K  MONTHLY  BAS/5: 
Rent  or  mortgage,  including  property  lax (mortgage) 


3.2Q.00 


Clothii 


-0- 


,      ,    ,  ,  Telephone  =  $17.00  . 

Utilities    (eleclricily.  gas.  /»«/.  lelepkone,  aialerl    Wat^:=$6.00,    Heat=$58.00S 


ehold  expenses  (repairs,  cleaning  sitpplit 


(life,  automobile,  medical,  kousekold,  etc.) 


$13. 50/qiaarterly 


Medical  and  dental  care  (not  i 


edky  i 


'         Hedicine/nonthly 


.peases  (gas,  oil,  maintenancej^.^^e^r.^^^^x^-^,.  co 


i,  harhcr.  ImUt  arlirU-^,  flc. )i.f,:c\U 


Other  debts  beinp  paid  by  monthly  instnlln 


Medic^Lid  has  adways  paid  my  nonthly  medicine 


bills.   I  have  no  Idea  how  I  am  going  to  stuvive 


or  get  my  nedicine.     I  nay  have  to  charge  the 
$149.50  at  the  drugstore  if  I  can 


TOTAL  MONTHLY  EXPENSES^ 


row  i%k*Z7  F4( 
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14.  Ul  Not  counting  your  home.  Um:ly  aulomobile.  or  household  Turn  .fhingo .  do  you  o. 
your  spouse  own  any  valuftble  property  or  reni  estate'' 

n   yes 

E]    No 

If  ">es."  specify  an<l  give  current  market  v?ilue.  If  mortpafje.  sho»^  amount  of  m 

oripa^t. 

(b)  List  the  -amount  of  ^.n>   funds  you  have  {including  those  0/  -.our  ipnuse.   •/ 
yOM  tive  uilb  your  spoustt. 
Cash  on  hand 

, 

-0- 

Checking  account  balance 

s 

-0- 

Nine  and  address  of  financial  institution(s): 

Savings  account  balance 

J 

-0- 

N*me  and  address  of  finrtncial  inslilutionts): 

Current  value  of  anv  stocks  and  bonds 

< 

-0- 

Name  of  stocks  and  bonds  you  have: 

Other  personal  property  valued  • 
Explain: 


than  SSOO  or  Irjsl  funHs? 


T    f-iih    haf-lf    r»n     fnnH     if    T    havg    t-n    h;tve^    ghops,     pay    for    gag    hn    t-.hc    r^nrt-nr , 
g^f'      ni-    T    r^r>n'ti    pay   my    phr^na   hill     for    a    month    SO    I    nan    buy    shampon . 


I  know  !fiot  onyone  who  mnlees  or  causes  to  be  mode  a  fols 
oppiicotion  or  tor  use  in  detertninmg  a  right  to  poyment  under  the  Social  Security  Act  commits  a  crime  punish- 


eprcsentation  ol  moleriol   foct 
curity   Act  commit 
ob'le  under  Federal  law  ond/or  Stale'  low.'l  aflir^  'thot  oil  informotion  I  hove  given  in  this  document  is  (rue. 


SIGNATURE  OF  OVERPAID  PERSON  OR  REPRESENTATIVE   PAYEE 


SIGNATURE  ( 


(  namr.m.ddlc  n!,tial.   last  none)  IW'ilc  in  in»l 
MAILING  •OPHESS'\ ..'..'  <:r<Tr.    401.   .No.^  P.  ().    tj.,.  r.r  K^-ul  «■• 


°'?-^/z--">7 


W'PC'-Ji^y'y 


S^^'^'W;^;       <t^^'            37^^- 

/>/'^U^'--^r:0<^ 

Witnesses^/e  required  ONLY  if  this  slolemeni  hos  been  signed  by  moric  (X)  obove.  If  signed  by  mork  (X),  two 
witnesses  to  the  signing  who  know  the  individuol  must  sign  below,  giving  their  loll  addresses. 

'.5'=N.TU«ECr   WITNE-.S 

J.  SIGNATURE  Of   WITNESS 

AOCRESS' \i< '.(•<'.   and  sirtfl.    f../v.    Srnfi".  ,tnj  /JP  Code* 

AOORESS     \'.'  '-.  •  .!«</  ^I^rrl.    Cit\.   SlJte.  j.m/  /fP  <.^r> 
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SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADMINISTRATION'S 
FORMS  AND  CONTACT  NOTES 

PERTAINING  TO  Ms,  CoOK's  CLAIM 


This  section  contains  the  following: 

1.  Medical  History  and  Disabiltiy  Report,  dated  12/1/83 
( 6  pages) . 

2.  Vocational  Report,  dated  12/8/83  (3  pages). 

3.  Report  of  Contact,  dated  12/14/83* 

*  This  report  documents  that  Mrs.  Cook,  became  quite  upset  v^en  she  was  informed  that 
she  would  lose  her  SSI  if  she  did  not  file  for  disabled  widow's  benefits. 

4 .  Residual  Functional  Capacity  Assessment  (Mental  Capacities 
Evaluation  and  Assessment) ,  dated  1/12/84  (3  pages). 

5.  Report  of  Contact  (A  form  used  to  document  that  the  Social 
.Security  Administration  had  considered  conducting  a  con- 
tinuing disability  investigation  [CDI]  in  the  case  of 

Mrs .  Cook . ) 

6.  Letter  from  Mrs.  Cook  to  the  Social  Security  Administration 
upon  denial  of  disability  benefits,  dated  1/19/84  (6  pages). 

7.  Request  for  Reconsideration,  dated  1/25/84  (1  page). 

8.  Reconsideration  Disability  Report,  dated  1/25/84  (5  pages). 

9.  Disability  Determination  Rationale,  dated  2/27/84  (1  page). 

10.  Request  for  Hearing,  dated  3/2/84  (1  page). 

11 .  Claimant's  Statement  When  Request  for  Hearing  is  Filed 
and  the  Issue  is  Disability,  dated  3/2/84  (1  page) . 


101 


L/ll'AKII.Uril  Ul    IHAlIH  ANUMUMAN  itHVILL'j 


:  ///:-^ 


MEDICAL  HISTORY  AND  DISABILITY  REPORT 
WIDOW,  WIDOWER.  SURVIVING  DIVORCED  WIFE.  OR  DISABLED  CHILD 


PLEASE  PRINT.  TYPE.  OR  WRITE  CLEARLY  AND  ANSWER  ALL  ITEMS  TO  THE  BEST  OF  YOUR  ABILITY  II  you  are  filing 
on  behalf  ot  someone  else,  enter  fiis  or  her  name  and  social  securiiy  number  m  the  space  provided  and  answer  all 
questions  COMPLETE  ANSWERS  WILL  AID  IN  PROCESSING  THE  CLAIM  If  a  particular  question  or  item  does  not 
apply  to  your  claim  show  "N/A"  (not  applicable)  in  the  space  provided  for  the  answer 

PRIVACY  ACT  NOTICE:  The  information  requested  on  this  form  is  authorized  by  Title  20  CFR  404, 1512  andTitle  20 
CFR  416  912.  The  information  provided  will  be  used  in  making  a  decision  on  your  claim  While  completion  of  this 
form  IS  voluntary,  failure  to  provide  all  or  part  of  the  requested  information  could  prevent  an  accurate  or  timely 
decision  on  your  claim  and  could  result  in  the  loss  ot  some  benefits  Information  you  furnish  on  this  form  may  be 
disclosed  by  the  Social  Security  Administration  to  another  person  or  governmental  agency  only  with  respect  to  social 
security  programs  and  to  comply  with  Federal  laws  requiring  the  exchange  of  information  between  Social  Security 
and  another  agency. 


PART  I  -  IDENTIFYING  INFORMATION 


1.  Print  name  of  person  on  whose  social  security  record  this  claim 
Is  tjeinghled.  {Firs'  name,  miadte  tniual.  last  name} 

/CTnvyuj     C.     QtThM^ 

2.  Print  your  name  (disaO/ed  person) 
(First  name,  miaaie  miUal,  last  nameJ 


Enter  his  or  her  Social  Security  Number 


_4^  ?I  /_/^/_  ^<r^^ 


Enter  youf  Social  Security  Number 


.4^i2:/^^/_V-r-3Z 


PART  II  -  INFORMATION  ABOUT  YOUR  CONDITION  AND  TREATMENT 


5A._What  1$  your  disabling  condition?  f Briefly  describe  the  disabling  iifnass  or  mtury.} 


3B  When  did  you  betome  disabled' 


V 


4A   Have  you  worked  since  you  t>ecame  disaoled? 


D  YES 


^-^ 


4B   It  'yes. '  snow  the  dates  you  worked  and  the  amount  of  money  you  edrned 


DATES 

AMOUNTS 

.,,.>).„,> 

5    II  %ou  are  nr,  i.ini;fi  uisabled.  snow  the  Oate  you 

l.luNin 

DAr 

YtA« 

ro«uSSA-3B20-FB  ij  MiocsToorraiontoiTiotn 
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!  space  ift  needed,  bst  the  other  agencies.  IheiredOfestes  yourcUim  numbers  Jjies.andtfuatment  teceived  in  Pirt  111 


6    List  the  name,  address  and  telepnone  numoer  of  ihe  docu 
about  your  disabling  condition 


)  ha\,  the  latest  mtrdttJt  rec^/fos 


D 


0.jucyCa/t<?    ajt         yd^^    QA..^^^zyi^L.<i^    'TPtfcrA^&^y   ^:3^*t<<. 


TtLEPHONE  NUMBER  (.nclufle  UKt  code) 


Z^  g  xj  <?  5~" 


HOW  OFTEN  00  YOU  SEE  THISPOCIOR' 


LiATt  rou  FlRSViAA  T 


,  THI^OCIOR' 
REASONS  fOR  VISITS  (snow  Mnea  or  iniury  lor  wfl/cn  you  haO  ii 


V 


71  vxarDination  or  ue, 


DAIE  YOU  LA^T^AW  TrtlS  DOCTOR 

LU 


nation  or  treatment ) 


"7^^.^^      ^-TtJ^l^LCc 


TYPE  OF  TREATMENT  OH  MEDICINES  HECEIVED  (b. 


If  Rt-ry  chemotherapy,  radialio 


s  you  UHe  lor  your  illneu 


r  iniury.  it  known   II  no  troatment  or  medicines,  show    NONE    )  ,  . 


ing^condi' 


7    Hdve  you  seen  ^ny  olfier  doclors  since  your  disabiine^condition  besati' 
If 'yes',  show  the  tollowu 


~^<r 


dm 


PHONE  NUMBER  hnduoe  iie>  codel       ' 


'  TELEPHONE  NUMBER  linclude  iica  coiUI 


^91?2<:x^r^^ 


HOW  ontN  DO  rou  see  thi^  oociqj' 

REASON  FOR 


THIJ  OOCIOJ' 


DAU  YOU  FIRST  SAW  rmS  DOCTOR- 


yr&iTS  (show  itlness  or  inivry  lor  wrjtch  you  had  an  axamm^tior}  or  troatment. } 


DATE  YOU  LAST  SAW  THIS 0OCT8I 


^ 


'?V£y^l^iAJ-'tL^ 


TYPE  Of  TREATMENT  OR  MEDICINES  RECEIVED  (sucn  as  surce'V.  chemottierapy.  raflia 
or  iniury.  if  known.  II  no  treatment  or  medicines,  snow  •NONE"  ) 


a  the  medicines  you  lake  tor  your  illness 


It  you  have  se«n  other  doctors  since  your  illr>eS5  began,  list  their  names,  addresses,  dates  and  reasons^ for  visits  in  Part  III. 

8.  Have  you  been  hospilaliied  or  treated  at  a  clinic  loi  your  disabling  condilion' 
Wyes     show  the  lollowmg' 


Dno 


yui^ 


PATIENT  ORCLINI: 


NAM/C/  HOSPITAL  oft  CLINIC 

^■?yr  [p^i^r'L^^ 


UMBER      /^ 


-y^ 


Were  you  dO  outpalitMt?/^ 
D  NO  [S<tS 


iou  an  inpaU^t  (Stayed  at  least  ( 
D  NO       D  yg^       » -yes     sh 


DATES  OF  ADMISStSNS 


DATES  OF  DISCHARGES 


DATE  OF  VISITS 


/^•y   V  \/^       /l^U^C^crJ^ 


REASON  FOR  HOSPITALIZATION  OR  CLINIC  VISITS  (snow  illness  or  iniury  lor  which  you  had  an  examinalion  or  Ireatmenl) 


TYPE  Of  TREATMENT  OR  MEDICINES  RECEIVLD  isucti  db  surKf  ry.  cnemottierdpy.  i 
or  iniury,  it  known.  It  no  treatment  or  medicines.*snow  "fiJONE".) 


eloryoof  illness 


9    hdi/e  you  been  seen  by  other  agenciei  lur  yuur  di^,dbliriE  condi 
(VA.  Workmen's  Compensation.  Vocalionai  kehabilitation.  Weifa 

re.  etc.)    /;'yC'S    show' 

D  YES 

n  NO 

NAME  Of  AGENCY 

ADDRESS  OF  AGENCY 

YOUR  CLAIM  NUMBER 

DATES  OF  VISITS 


-SSA-3820-F6, 
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iU.  Have  you  had  any  ot  ine  lollowmg  tests  in  the  (ast  year' 

:heck  appropriate 
block  or  blocks 

1'  "Yes",  show 

WHERE  DONE 

WHEN  DONE 

Eiecirocaraiouram 

Qno 

0  YES 

St  M^'T'fK-i'i,'^-^ 

-'V/-3 

ChesJ  XRay 

Dno 

P^LS 

S'gi.    O^-ryv.^cyi-' 

///O 

Other  XRay  (lyma^he  tx)dy  pa/l  here) 

Dno 

cKes 

3  Q    c:fi<-)>rn^iiySi_^ 

///<K3 

Breathing  Tests                                   " 

Ca^ 

D  YES 

Blood  TesU 

Dno 

'^  J       /If  J)iCtf-Ti.i_^^ij^ 

^//f3 

Other(Spec,NJJii^,5^     /k-l^^Vuia^ 

Dno 

0  YES 

5V  '2^iy->-VL.,iLy<i-^ 

'if^^ 

IX  U  youiiave  a  Medicaid  card,  what  is  your  number  (some  hospitals  and  climes  file  your  records  by  your  Medicaid  nKinlMir>v;: 

^-f a£>a  (f  ^  0^17 

12A.  Give  the  name<s)  and  address(es)  of  any  school(s)  where  you  received  special  training  or  attended  special  classes.  Also, 
show  the  dates  you  attended  such  school(s).  If  you  did  not  attend  any  such  school  or  classes  show  "None." 


NAMES  AND  ADDRESSES  OF  SCHOOLS 


DATES  ATTENDED 


12B   What  IS  the  highest  grade  you  completed  in  school? 


HIGHEST  GRAgE  COUPUTEO 


OHEST  GRADE  C 

— -^ 
s.  recreatnnal 


13.  Daily  Activities  -  Describe  what  you  do  in  a  typical  day.  For  example:  describe  your  household  duties,  recreab^nal  activities, 
....  your  social  contacts  with  other  people,  etc.  Also  describe  any  help  you  receive  from  others  m  a  typical  <J3y-..,,;„.,^^.„  ^ 


P 


•SSA-SaZO-FO  U.UI 
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PART  III  —  REMARKS 


Uitf  triis  beclion  lor  .idvtition. 
be  helptul  in  mahnit;  d  deci' 


1  your  disability  cl 


viousquealion^ 
iim   Please  teli 


andtfiprnvifli- 


PART  IV  -  AUTHORIZATION  AND  NOTIFICATION  STATEMENTS 


I  authorize  any  physician,  hospital,  agency,  or  other  organization  to  disclose  to  the  Social  Security  Administration  or  tolhe  State 
Agency  that  may  review  my  claim  or  continuing  disability,  any  medical  records  or  other  information  about  my  disabdity. 

I  agree  to  notify  the  Social  Security  Administration  it  my  medical  condition  improves  or  I  go  to  work. 

1  know  that  anyone  who  makes  a  talse  statement  or  representation  ol  a  matenal  tact  in  an  application  or  lor  use  in  determining  a 
right  to  payment  under  the  Social  Security  Act  commits  a  crime  punishable  under  federal  Law  1  atlirm  that  the  above  sUtements  , 
are  true. 


SIGt^ATljRE  Of  CLAIMANT  OR  PERSON  FILING  ON  THE  CLAIMANTS 
BEHALF  (Firsf  name,  middle  inihj!   last  name) 


DATE  iMoitin   Day    Yearf 


MAILING  AODRtSS  r/Vo. 


L  NUM  bt  ft Cj  p  at  whicri  you  rrirty  De  cunwcieo  auDngtne  day 


Apt   No    P  O  Box   Of  Hurai  ^ 


ClTl  AND  SI  A 


ZIP  CODE 

3  7<5  /3 


tNiLR  UMAi    (if  COUNTY  i.r  dn, 
YOU  NOvtjaitL  /      jt 


Witnesses  are  required  ONLY  it  this  statement  has  been  signed  by  mark  (X)  above  11  signed  by  mark  (X).  two  wUnessesto  t 
signing  who  know  the  person  making  the  statement  must  sign  below,  giving  their  lull  addrr 
1    SIGNATURE  OF  WITNESS  "^  I    ^    SIGNATURE  OF  WITNESS 


Ctii   Stale   and  Zip  Code  I 
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iElflBCil  "ffl-  fim. 


PART  V  —  FOR  SSA  USE  ONLY  —  DO  NOT  WRITE  BELOW  THIS  LINE 


NAM£  Of  CL'II.; 


C    CZottA^ 


ClAiM  NUWHCH 


V/  6"  -  /^  —    ^V  '~7  ¥     L^ 


ant  ever  or  is  now  entitled  to  any  type  of  monthly  social  security  benefits? 

L^d'    ye^'    answp.  B  C  0  and  E)  Q  NO  (11  "no",  ro  on  to  item  15,1 


APPLICATION 


Clv-a^h_ 


INTtRSOrjAlSECURirvNUMBEROF  PERSON  NAMED  IN  B 


RECEIVE?  (For  example/ widows,  mother's,  fii; 


<1E    ENTER  MONTH  AND  YEAR  BENEFITS  ENDECOR  WILL  END 


15-  Check  any  of  the  following  catepones  which  apo'v  lo  this  case 


(Z^tlXc^  Z^^-^t^ 


Presumptive  Disability  or  Blindness  Consideration^ 

(If  any  Qt  these  boxes  are  checked,  DO  «.  (and  DOS  s)  should  be  alert  to  the  possibility  of  a  presunnptive 
disability  or  blindness  decision  m  SSI  claims  per  Dl  00404.210  and  Dl  2152.5) 

A  n  Amputation  of  two  limbs 

B  D  Amputation  of  a  leg  at  the  h-p 

C  Q  Allegation  c*  total  deafness 

0  Q  Allegation  of  total  bimdness 

E  O  Allegation  of  bed  confinement  or  immobility  without  a  wheelchair,  walker,  or  crutches,  allegedly  due 
to  a  longstand'Hg  cond't'on     exclude  recent  accident  and  recent  surgery  ^ 

F  Q  Allegation  of  a  stroke  (cerebral  vascular  accident)  more  than  3  months  m  the  past  and  continued 
marked  difficulty  in  walking  or  using  a  hand  or  arm 

G.  □  Allegation  of  cerebral  palsy,  muscular  dystrophy  or  muscular  atrophy  and  marked  difficulty  m  walking 
(eg.  use  of  braces),  spoakmg  or  coordination  of  the  hands  or  arms 

H    □  Allegation  of  diabetes  with  amputation  o*  a  foot 

I.  D  Allegation  of  Down's  Syndrome  (Mongolism). 

J.  D  An  applicant  filing  on  behalf  of  another  individual  alleges  severe  mental  deficiency  tor  claimant  who 
is  at  least  7  years  of  age  The  appl'cnnt  aiiegps  I^al  the  individual  attends  (or  attended)  a  special 
school  or  special  classes  in  school  because  o'  h-s  mental  deficiency,  or  is  unable  to  attend  any  type  of 
school  (or  if  beyond  school  age  was  unable  to  attend),  and  requires  care  and  supervision  ol  foutme 
dailv  activities 


K,  □   AlK-p.alion  ol  renal  rl.vM-.r?  thq 

iiifinr  dialysis  on  , 

rcRutarty  scheduled  basis 

16    Does  thg^laimanl  speak  English' 

rtj^ES         □  NO  (If    no",  what  lanRuage  does 
he  or  she  speak') 

LAril.UAGElS) 

17    Does  the  cla'manl  need  assistance  in  pmsecutinn  hi<;  o 
(If  "yes  ,  show  name  address,  relationship  and  telcpho 
number  of  interested  Darty  willing  tn  assist  cl.nmant  ) 

r  her  claim'                  Q  vES          ^0 

NAIME 

ADLiRtSS 

REUVTIONSHIP 

TELCPhONE  WJMBER 
(jre.i  rooe) 

18    Is  capability  develooment  by  the  DDS  necessary' 
(It   yes     sh'jw  ■  DDS  Caoabiiitv  Dei/e'cpment  needed 
in  itern  1  1  ol  the  SSA-831-U5) 

Qyes       i2^o 

.■SS*-3e20-F6i 
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1 9A.  Check  each  item  to  indicate  il^yy  difficulty  was  ot>served 


Reading 

3  Yes 

Writing 

5  Yes 

Answering 

DYes 

Hearing 

DVes 

Sitting 

DVes 

Understanding    □  Yes 


Using  Hands 
Breathing 
Seeing 
Walking 

Other  iSfxcilYI 


Dves 
D  Yes 
DYes 
DYes 


19B.  II  anyot  the  above  Items  werechecked'yes."  describe  the  exact  difficulty  involved: 


^u 


<A 


U 


/UX^tr^L^ 


i"S/       t^<^ 


t^t^Cf-t-^^^—'dZy^ 


-) 


PRESCRIBED  PERIOD  -  COMPLETE  IN  ALL  CASES  EXCEPT  DISABLED  CHILD  CASES. 


20A    Beginning  date  (Ml  in  afl  app'icacis  dales,  check  latest) 


Beginnmi 
pw/E's 


/o/^/<3 


Q  Last  month  of  previous  entitlement  to  Disabled  Widow(er)  benefits 


O  Last  month  of  entitlement  to  Mother's  benefits 


20B.  Ending  date  (liU  m  dales,  check  earliest) 


l^iwt. 


-z^c^ 


1^^ 


Q  tf  filing  for  monthly  benefits,  the  month  before  the  month  widow(er)  attaj^  age  60 


Jj^  fihi 


J2^:^ 


ing  for  Medicare  only,  the  month  before  the  month  widow(er)  attains  age  65 


(^.^o  f^f7 


O  Eighty-four  months  (7  years)  following  the  twginning  date  checked  in  20A 


/t//9- 


MONTH  DAY 

0<        01 


2^ 


22.  Medical  Development  —  Initiated  by  District  or  Branch  office 


CAMBlUTV 

DEVELOPMENT 

REQUESTED 


DATE 
REQUESTED 


DATE(S)  OF 
F0U.OWUP 


df  N( 


23    OO  curtailed  completion  ol  items  1 2  and  1 3  per  Di  00403.1  OS 
(012019) 


D  Yes 


Qf^ 


24    Is  deveK)pment  of  work  activity  necessary' 
It  -yes",  is  an  SS'A.820.F4  or  SSA  a21F4 


SS<(-3820-F6 
tj  Personal 


D  Yes 
D  Pending 


n   IpFile 


taken  by: 

Interview     □  Telephone      □  Mail 


26   form  supplemented      Q  ye^        Sno 
If  "yes"  by 
[j Personal  Inten/iew  Q Telephone  Q  Mail 


Interviewer  or  Reviewer 


c 


a. 


'/'//=S 


tfSSA-3S20-FSi. 


107 


hOini  Appiov.ja 
OMBNo.  72-H1042 


VOCATIONAL  REPORT 


'/.7^3 


This  report  supplements  the  Disability  Repon  (Form  SSA-3368)  by  requesting  additional  information  about  your  past  work 
experience  PLEASE  PRINT,  TYPE,  OR  WRITE  CLEARLY  AND  ANSWER  ALL  ITEMS  TO  THE  BEST  OF  YOUR  ABILITY.  If 
you  are  filing  on  behalf  of  someone  else,  enter  his  or  her  name  and  social  security  number  in  the  space  provided  and  answer 
all  questions   COfvlPLETE  ANSWERS  WILL  AID  IN  PROCESSING  THE  CLAIK/I. 

Privacy  Act  Notice:  The  information  requested  on  this  form  is  authorized  by  Title  20  CFR  404.1523  and  Title  20  CFR 
416.923  The  information  provided  will  be  used  to  further  document  your  claim.  Information  requested  on  this  form  is" 
voluntary,  but  failure  to  provide  all  or  any  part  of  the  requested  Information  may  affect  the  determination  ol  your  claim. 
Information  you  furnish  on  this  form  may  be  disclosed  by  the  Social  Security  Administration  to  another  person  or 
governmental  agency  only  with  respect  to  social  security  programs  and  to  comply  with  Federal  laws  requiring  the 
exchange  of  information  between  Social  Security  and  another  agency. 


A.  Name  of  Claimant 


It      ,_  rMPlOYMENT,.  JsLli&Sal  Sacurjty  Number 


Aleen  Cook 


415-12-4474 


C.  Telephone  numtMr  where 
you  can  be  reached: 

^7t  -  :>-37^ 


PART  I  —  INFORMATION  ABOUT  YOUR  WORK  HISTORY 


I.List  the  job  or  jobs  you  have  had  in  the  last  15  years  before  you  stopped  working.  (If  you  have  a  6th  grade  education  or 
less,  AND  performed  only  heavy  unskilled  labor  for  35  years  or  more,  list  the  job  or  jobs  you  have  had  since  you  began  to 
work  II  you  need  more  space,  use  Part  III.) 


JOB  TITLE 

(Be  sure  to  begin  with 

your  usual  job) 

TYPE  OF  BUSINESS 

DATES  Worked* 

(Month  and  Year) 

DAYS 
PER 
WEEK 

RAT£_OF_PAY 
/(Per  hour> 

FROM 

TO 

month  or  year) 

lh^r\^Ua^^   M'jtiA 

1    .■                    j,^                        '7 
>  »>t,ra>;,  ri,  .U    LU_^1. 

'     .   '  C\^ 

lOCf 

'tT 

2 

J 

I'^L^i 

3               ■              ' 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

g 

10 

UE 

;  i-  9 

\m 

11 

-:'l  ,y 

12 

<:," 

:--" , ,  l::-*'^ 

Form  SSA-M69  F6  (5-79)  Prior  Editions  May  Be  Used  Until  Supply  la  Exhausted 
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PART  II  —  INFORMATION  ABOUT  YOUR  JOB  DUTIES 


2.  Provid«  ma  tollowing  information  (on  pages  2-S)  lor  each  of  the  iobs  listed  in  Part  t  starting  with  your  usual  job: 
•       -      ■         jpla  


Nota:ll  you  listed  just  one  jotx in  Part  I.  complete  only  page  2.,  _ .         _^ . 

A.  In  your  job  did  you:    •  Use  machines,  tools,  or  equipment  of  any  kind?  Q     Yes  Q     '^° 

•  Use  technical  knowledge  or  skills?  Q     Yes  Q     No 


•  Do  any  writing,  complete  reports,  or  perform 
similar  duties? 

•  Have  supervisory  responsibilities? 


n     Yes 
D     Yes 


Q      No 
Q      No 


B.  Describe  your  tiasic  duties  (explain  what  you  did  and  how  you  did  it)  below.  Also,  explain  all  "Yes"  answers  by  giving 
a  FULL  DESCRIPTION  of:  the  types  of  machines,  tools,  or  equipment  you  used  and  the  exact  opecHion  you 
performed;  the  technical  knowledge  or  skills  Involved:  the  type  of  writing  you  did.^ndtfw  nature  of  any  wnqrts;  and 
.  the  number  of  people  you  supervised  and  tfw  extent  of  your  supervision:  _        j.*— »-c--- — 


rV:. 


V      JJiM-^-^- >--":-^ .^--1-^'---;  '- 


1/  ^,  T  /  A^ 


u^ 


■l^ui^p-^ 


^' 


C.  Oetcritie  the  kind  arwl  amount  of  physical  activity  this  job  Involved  during  a  typical  day  in  terms  of: 

•  Walking  (circle  the  number  of  hours  a  day  spent  walking)  — 01234567  (B) 

•  Standing  (circle  the  number  of  hours  a  day  spent  standing)  —  0     1234567^8} 

•  Sitting  (Circle  the  number  of  hours  a  day  spent  silting)  —  01234567  1" 

•  Bending  (circle  how  often  a  day  you  had  to  l>end)  —  Never  -  Occasionally  yFrequently>  Constantly 

•  Reaching  (circle  how  often  a  day  you  had  to  reach)  —  Never  -  Occasionally  -^Frequentl^-  Constantly 

•  Lining  and  Carrying:  Oescritie  below  what  kind  ol  objects  or  material  was  lifted,  how  much  it  weighed, 
.^uJnoM ygaoy  tiin«!S_a^day  Ypy^ljfted  this S'alSl*'* •P.<'-*LP*!i2t yo4,carriedjt;._^.;:^^..  ,..^    - ^r„t,--  ..,^.-:--v. 


Zc  I K'  1   ,.'  .l;^  -^'  -•  i^^. 


-'  iTj/   C3^     (.      iC*C->-<^3^ 
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PART  Ml  —  REMARKS 


Use  this  section  tor  any  ottier  inlormalion  you  may  want  to  give  about  your  work  tiistory.  or  to  provide  any  ottier  remarks 
you  may  want  to  make  to  support  your  disability  claim: 


(It  you  need  more  space,  use  separate  sheets  ol  paper.) 


Knowint)  that  anyone  making  a  false  statement  or  representation  ol  a  material  fact  lor  use  In  deterrrlTnlng  a  right  to  payment 
under  the  Social  Security  Act  commits  a  crime  punishable  under  Federal  law,  I  certlly  that  the  above  statements  are  true. 


NAME  (SIGNATURE  OF  CLAII^ANT  OR  PERSON  FILING  ON  THE  CLAIMANTS  BEHALF) 


SIGN 
HERE 


Do  not  write  below  this  line 


(^c^,  ^y>Tj 


SSA-3369  TAKEN  BY 

FORM  SUPPLEMENTED         D 

YES        D     NO 

D       PERSONAL  INTERVIEW 

II  "Yes.  •  by 

D       TELEPHONE        D       MAIL 

D    PERSONAL  INTERVIEW    D 

TELEPHONE    D 

MAIL 

SIGNATURE  OF  INTERVIEWER  OR  REVIEWER 

TITLE  (also  check  omce) 

DATE 

David  Frese 

62    nos     D    DO     D    BO 

12-05-83 

Form  SSA-3389F9  (&-79) 


.0.    i»ao->ii-2tf/i4>  J 


110 


/:i//y'/? 


REPORT  OF  COHTACT 


MAT  $e  CL  "N  M*M 

OOO  OIO  00& 


v/  r  -  /7  -  yyy  ^ 


aJ^^    C^^^ 


'^^ 


□  oTMm(S»..J»/ 


□  do   Q»o    Qc»   □ho«« 


/J.//v/fj 


UJJLL.^V\ 


tf^^^  J>  cf>     ^<r2.-c^.^  ^//,.  ^-zinC/   X^yp 


^ 


JJjy      l^y^^ 


^y.Aj- 


x^ 


-7^—          ?^r-    ^.yr-y*^.i^ frS.     4^^V^ 


tJ^       OO'U^'     (^^y^^^,^.,  ^^!/ 


^ 


iLdA 


dAjL 


y- 


^^  2^1 


->^5^' 


^^/^ 


rJ,.A^. 


y^-/-^ 


..^^ 


',y^ . 


J^ j:-s^ 1t<-  '^i-c 


-^t^ 


tfy^tgy 


.g^z^ 


/.^',.^,-i.M'^U?- 


/y\Ji/t,(rOhjL    />ixw/     /^/i/i^y 


-^^ 


OtSTHtCT  Of  CC 


Farm  S«A-MOa  M-aii 


□  c-  □«  □«  aliiJirj., 


use  BACK  FOR  ADDITIONAL  COMMENTS 


Ill 


ilOTJ 


RESimjAL  FUNCTIONAL  CAPACITY  ASSt!>^rtflENT 


.^. 


///^/  .r/ 


lUllo.^  r(aja? 


o 


V/5-/Z-y^7/ 


Conclusions  ot  functional  capacity  MUST  be  based  on  the 
documented  symptoms,  signs,  and  laboratory  findings  wfiich  are 
atlnbutable  to  established  impairment(s)  The  clinical  basis  for 
judgments  of  functional  limitation  or  capacity  MUST  tse  identified 


ASSESSMENT  IS  fOR 
[3^urrent  Evaluation         □  12Mo  AITer  Onset. 
|~1  Date  Last  Insured  


D     NO  PHYSICAL  IMPAIRMENT  -  REFER  TO  MENTAL  CAPACITIES  ASSESSMENT  (Page  3) 


\.  PHYSICAL  CAPACITIES  ASSESSMENT 

A    Basic  Strength  Factors  (Items  1  -  6); 

O    UNLIMITED 

D    LIMITED,  BUT  RETAINS  MAXIMUM  CAPACITIES  TO: 

1.  LIFT  ( including  upward  pulling)  and/or  CARRY: 

D  10  lbs.      D  20  lbs.      D  50  lbs.      D  100  lbs.  or  More 

2.  FREQUENTLY  Lin  and/or  CARRY: 

D  10  lbs.      D  25  lbs.      D  50  lbs.  or  More 

3.  OCCASIONALLY  LIFT  and/or  CARRY; 

D  LESS  than  10  lbs.  (e.g..  files,  ledgers,  small  tools,  etc.) 

4.  STAND  and/or  WALK  a  TOTAL  of: 

D  LESS  than  ABOUT  6  hrs.  (If  marked  limitation,  explain) 
D  ABOUT  6  hrs.  (Per  8-hr.  day) 


5    SIT  a  TOTAL  of: 

D  LESS  than  about  6  hrs. 

n  ABOUT  6  hrs  (Per  8  hr  day 

6.  PUSH  and/or  PULL  (Including 
hand/or  foot  controls): 
D  UNLIMITED 
n  LIMITED  (Describe  degree 
of  limitation) 


B.  Other  Physical  Factors 

Frequently 

Occasionally 

Never 

1.  Climbing 

D 

D 

D 

2.  Balancing 

D 

D 

D 

3.  Stooping 

D 

D 

D 

4.  Kneeling 

D 

D 

D 

5-  Crouching 

D 

D 

D 

6.  Crawling 

D 

D 

D 

Unlimited 

Limited 

7.  Reaching 

D 

D 

8.  Handling 

D 

D 

9.  Fingering 

D 

G 

10.  Feeling 

D 

D 

11.  Seeing 

D 

Q 

12.  Hearing 

D 

D 

13.  Speaking 

D 

a 

14.  Environmental  Restrictions  (eg  .heights,  machinery,  temperature  extremes, 
dust,  fumes,  humidity,  vibration,  etc.): 

□   None  n  Yes  (Describe  in  l.C.) 

C.  Briefly  describe  in  what  ways  the  impaired  activities  (Items  7  •  14  ONLY)  are  limited: 


□  Continued  on  page  2 
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///^/py 


€^ED 


On.^CnJ^. 


MEDICAL  CONSULTANT  STAFF  -  PSYCHIATRIC  REVIEW 


Cord  Code  "P" 


Q 


Initio!    -   1 
Return  -  2 


□ 


SOCI»l.   stcu 


-m/  IVfy  \^\^\WfTA 


S.A.CODE  \^\tj\X) 


A.    EFFECTIVE  INTELLIGENCE: 

1.  Verbol  (Comprehension,  reasoning  obility,  etc.)- 

2.  Monuoi  (Aptitude  for  skilled  labor) , 

3.  Organicity  (Impoirment  of  functioning) 

Overoll  Degree  of  impoirment  in  this  Areo:.. 


17. 


S 


B.  AFFECTIVE  STATUS: 


1.  Anxiety/Tension  (Overt  only,  do  not  infer)  . 

2.  Depression  (Overt  only;  do  not  infer) 

3.  Phobio  (s)   (do  not  infer) 

4.  Psychophysiologicol  Disturbance  (s) 

5.  Conversion  Symptomatology 

6.  Suicidal ''Homicidal  Thought  or  Behavior... 

Overall  Degree  of  Impoirment  in  this  Ar 


•'J2. 
^ 


2l. 


C.  REALITY  CONTACT: 


1.  Delusions 

2.  Hollucinotions 

3.  Poranoid  Tendencies 

4.  Confusion  (non-orgonic) 

5.  Hyperoctivity^E  xcitement 

6.  Mood  Swings/ Emotional  Lability 

7.  Emotional  Withdrawal, 'Sec lusiveness 

8.  Bizarre,  Unusual  Behavior 

Overoll  Degree  of  Impoirment  in  this  Areo: 


J2 


3 


S] 


D.    TOTAL  PSYCHIATRIC  IMPAIRMENT  RATING 


6\^^ 


V;-;U::r--. 


...>?.\ 


AaI 


I  '  /]  wrtnt    -    OEDCOOINC.   YELLO*  -    FOLDER. 

ly  is  exhausted  C/  Pink  -  ORS.  cold  -  mCS 
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D  NO  MENTAL  IMPAIRMENT  -  REFER  TO  PHYSICAL  CAPACITIES  ASSESSMENT  (Page  1) 

II.  MENTAL  CAPACITIES  ASSESSMENT  (Complete  ONLY  for  documented  mental  disorders) 

A    Check  the  blocks  representing  the  individual's  ability  to  sustain  the  following  mental  activities  and  demands; 

Unlimited     Limited 
1.  Understand,  remember,  and  carry  out  an  extensive  variety  of  technical 


and/or  complex  job  instructions    D 

2.  Understand,  remember,  and  carry  out  detailed  but  uncomplicated  job 

instructions  C 

3.  Understand,  remember,  and  carry  out  simple  one-  or  twostep  job  instructions ^ 

A.  Interact  with  supervisors  and  coworkers  D 

5.  Deal  with  the  public  D 

6.  Maintain  concentration  and  attention  D 

7.  Discuss  any  additionally  identified  mental  function  limitations  in  Section  B. 


B.  Briefly  describe  in  what  ways  the  mental  functions  and  mental  demands  shown  atx)ve  as  "limited"  result  in 
impaired  capacity  to  perform  the  activities  of  work.  Include  discussion  of  the  work-related  effects  of  any 
additional  mental  function  impairment  not  identified  above, 

O  Continued  on  page  4 

C  Briefly  identify  the  principal  medical  findings  and  symptoms  or  allegations  for  which  the  impaired 
capacities  indicated  in  ll,A  and  B  were  concluded. 


D  Continued  on  page  4 


'  m/lI6c^/  aY) 


^ 


■^•^   /  ^ 


f.px 
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-//y/' 


REPORT  OF  CONTACT 

(Uj»  ink  Of  lyptwrifr) 

.ccou^-r_.„_M.„  .HO^,-.o^^  ^^    ^  ^^ 

TO 

NE                 MAT                 SE                   GL                  WN                 MAM 
OOO           DiO             DOS 

NAMC  or   «»CE  CARMEN  OR  >E  PERSON 

PERIONUI    CONT»Cr£0    •HO    >OOnC»E>     Qj  ^^  ^    ^^    ^^    PERSON      [^  O  T  M  E  R   iSfittih) 

□  oo    ^80    Oci    □home    □phone                                       □other 

OATC   or   COMTACT 

SUBJECT 

^ 

^"^x/      r   7)  /     Z^.  .^  ...^ 

,    ^    J.:    ,-:/..,/ 

7    ^ 

r  JyL-iyyf^'-4^'^  '.^      <;s/y,        ^c^u^    -6'     X^-^   ^t^.^^ 


^f'r/'./.l.^..AJ^tc<ryi  t^-L^—^       -f^^-i/i  ^^r.A^-^^'Z^r^ 


c1  -&.  ^7/    ?^.-^vo    ^/U/yA ^y///^^ 


-^l 


-/^--^-^ 


OiSIR'CT  OffiCE  iNaxK  AM'*!!  1  Co 


J^^ 


□  c-  □.«  □sR  □^;:j;,';^A, 

G;1]' o  T  H  E  R  i%?,c.i-,)    />jy-i  L/l  ^k.'  <->^ 


«Tt    or    REPORT 


FormSSA-S002  (8-81) 
Prior  editions  usable 


USE  BACK  FOR  ADDITIONAL  COMMENTS  •"^< 
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^v^V 


For  SSA  Um  Only  •  Do  NOT  Compl«l«  This  Item. 


Name_9f  Wage  Earner 


o.e..K 


Name  ofii^imant 


e  e  n 


Type  ot  Clair 


g  O^^t 


Social  Security  Number 


^h^f-p-c/^/i(/ 


Social  Security  Number 


Title  II  —  D  Freeze       D  DIB    ^-efiffa    D  CpB        Title  XVI —O  Disability   D  Blina   Q  Child 


L}^C 


OrSABILITY  REPORT 


RECONSIDER, 

PLEASE  PRINT.  TYPE.  OR  WRITE  CLEARLY  AND  ANSWER  Al^  ITEMS  TO  THE  BEST  OF  YOUR  ABILITY.  It  you  i 
lilina  on  dehall  ot  someone  else,  answer  all  questions  COMPLETE  ANSWERS  WILL  AID  IN  PROCESSING  THE  CLAIM. 

Privacy  Act  Notice:  The  information  requested  on  this  form  is  authorized  by  Title  20  CFR  404  1523  and  TiHe  20  CFR 
416.923-  The  information  provided  will  be  used  to  further  document  your  claim  Information  requested  on  ttiis  form  is 
voluntary,  but  failure  to  provide  all  or  any  part  of  the  requested  information  may  affect  the  determination  of  your  claim. 
Information  you  furnish  on  this  form  may  be  disclosed  by  the  Social  Security  Administration  to  anotfief  person  or 
governmental  agency  only  with  respect  to  social  security  programs  and  to  comply  with  Federal  laws  requiring  the 
exchange  of  information  between  the  Social  Security  Administration  and  another  agency. 

PART  I  —  INFORMATION  ABOUT  YOUR  CONDITION 


B-^e 


D     No 


1.  Has  there  been  any  change  (for  better  or  worse)  in  your  illness  or  injury  since 

you  (lied  your  claim?   

II  "Yes."  describe  any  changes  in  your  symptoms  .  /f\  jf 

2    Describe  any  physical  or  mental  limitations  you  have  as  a  result  ol  your  condition,  t__ 

B     No. 


3    Have  any  restrictions  been  placed  on  you  by  a  physician? LJ     Yes 

U  "Yes."  give  name,  address,  and  telephone  number  of  the  physician  and  show  what  kinds  of 
restrictions  have  been  imposed. 


..---^-A 


ny  additional  illness  or  injury  thai  isn't  recorded  in  the  file? 


D    Yes  D 

If  "Yes  ■■  descrdje  the  kind  of  illness  or  i/i)ury  and  the  dale  that  it  occurred. 

.UlAx)    "P^iuc.  Oa.-f^^  J-iLria^    ,.-<^c  vn^  rc^  tS?d-^  ^-^fCc^i^^ 
To  ^i't  cUu^Ua'.   A^^-/ ^^..•.vv,    .-^/v,..     ^p   ',un..  n 


^ 


U 


-Ofln  SS*-3441,F6  19/781  ,1  <J  I       ;''• 
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PAftT  II  —  INFORMATION  ABOUT  YOUR  MEDICAL  REQQRPS 


5.  Have  you  seen  any  physician  since  you  filed  your  claim? 

It  "Yes."  provide  the  foltowing  about  the  physician  you  last  visited 


GJ^w 


&/6     (cjo-^t    yOJ^^  di'cy-/'  Clc.^^U^. 
VJ  lA.-^V  j^x    nj-c^ 


tf  Treatment  receiv 
i.  Have  you  seen  any  other  physician  sin 


■ill  I 


HOM.t}rrEN  oo  vou  see  this  pmysioan  .  /  om6Sy5usa«  this  pmvs*ciah         i^  -     j  /         > 

MASONS  FOB  ViMTS  77  f  I  I      ' 


l^C^ 


Jj~C<^y 


since  you  filed  your  claim? 


□ 


a  No 


2 


s 


m  Lp.  co'f^ 


'P^-"B7P7h^ 


^ 


m  OFTEN  OO  YOU  SEE  THIS  PMYSIO^CT  . 


REASONS 


^ 


=S  YOU  SAW  THIS  Wi-SIOAN  .  .  ,  ^       \.        -J 


H]e'U^  mJ 


Y^'/?  (/^. 


It  you  have  seen  other  physicians  since  you  filed  your  clym.  list /heir 


c^  ee 


;,  addresses,  dates  and 


forvisitsinPartV. 


7.  Have  you  been  hosptialized.  or  treated  at  a  clinic  or  confined  m  a  nursing  home  or 

extended  care  facility  for  your  illness  or  Injury  since  you  filed  your  claim?    

If  "Yes."  show  the  following: 


EKy* 


?loS[^2I'  ^"^  -•      ^d^txTt; . 


^ 


WCnC  YQU  AN  OUTPATIENT? 

ra^es         n    No 

acKsoNFi 


i\i6ri^l   Yvc^i^/ 


/IWu/cfc     d 


■^  7-3  nC 


XlSJSil'^\ 


S-L 


ii  y^u/have  been  in  other  hospitals,  blinics.  nursing  hornes.  or  extended  care  lacitil 


names,  addresses,  patient  or  cl 


nbers.  dates  and 


ties  lor  your  iHness  or  injury,  list  the 
clinic  visits,  or  confinement  in  Part  V 


8.  Have  you  been  seen  by  other  agencies  for  your  injury  or  illness?   II     Yes  FTk^Ni 

(VA.  Workmen's  Compensation.  Vocational  Rehabilitation.  Welfare.  Special  Schools.  Unions,  etc.) 
If  "Yes,"  show  the  following 


NAME  O 

f AGENCY 

<CV  llnetua-ng  ZtP  Coami 

YOOB  CLA.M  NUMSEA 

DATES G 

If  VISITS 

NAME  OF  COUNSE 

LOfl.  SOCIAL  WORKER  ETC 

tPt  or 

TREATMENT  OR  EJU 

MiNATlON  RECEIVED  imcludt 

atugt.  tutgmfr.  'mi*; 

If  more  space  is  needed,  list  the  other  agencies,  their  addresses,  your  claim  numbers,  dales,  and  treatment  received  in  PartV. 
Form  SSA-3441  M  (9-?8)  2 
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PART  III  —  INFORMATION  ABOUT  WORK 


9.  Have  you  worked  since  you  tiled  your  claim?  

If  "Yes,'  you  will  be  asked  to  give  details  on  a  separate  lorm. 


D 


□ 


PART  IV  —  INFORMATION  ABOUT  YOUR  ACTIVITIES 


10.  How  does  your  illness  or  injury  aliect  your  ability  to  care  Ipr  your  personal  needs?  .  y-\ 

Q:  {\ai'<'  X^^tiLliL^  Lo(t<i^lx-^,^.  /JUL  mco '^y-  ^Sl^^ 


L\y  okJl   o-t^t  c{    lyaXi^   Lul^^ 


11.  What  ctianges  have  occurred  in  your  daily  activities  since  you  filed  your  claim? 
(If  none,  snow,  "Nona") 


A' 


o^' 


PART  V  —  REMARKS  AND  AUTHORIZATIONS 

12.(8)     READ  CAREFULLY:  I  authorize  the  Social  Security  Administration  to  release  inlormation  from  my  records,  as 
necessary  to  process  my  claim,  as  follows: 

Copies  of  my  medical  records  may  be  furnished  to  a  physician  or  a  medical  institution  for  t>ackground 
inlormation  if  it  is  necessarx-  for  me  to  have  a  medical  examination  by  that  physician  or  medical  institution .  The 
results  of  any  such  examination  may  be  given  to  my  personal  physician. 

Information  from  my  records  may  also  be  furnished,  if  necessary,  to  any  company  providing  clerical  and 
administrative  services  lor  the  purposes  of  transcribing,  typing,  copying  or  otherwise  clerically  servicing  such 
information.  The  Stale  Vocational  Rehabilitation  Agency  may  also  have  access  to  information  in  my  records  to 
determine  my  eligibility  for  rehabilitative  services 

I  understand  and  concur  with  the  statement  and  authorizations  given  above,  except  as  follows  (If  ttiere  are  no 
exceptions,  write  "None"  in  the  space  below.  If  you  do  not  concur  with  any  part  of  the  above  statement,  slate  your 
objections  clearly): 


^o/^'C 


12.  (b) 


Telephone  number  wtiere 
you  can  tte  reached: 


A./^^  ilL^-  33  1^1 


Form  SSA-3441  F6  (9-78) 


Best  time  to  reach  you: 


U-. 


mt 
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12(b)      Use  this  section  to  continue  information  required  by  prior  sections.  Identity  the  section  (or  which  the  information  is 
provided 
Note.  This  section  may  also  be  used  (or  any  special  or  additional  intormation  which  you  wish  to  be  recorded 


Knowing  that  anyone  making  a  (al»«  statement  or  representation  ot  a  material  (act  lor  use  In  determining  a  right  lo  payment 
under  the  Social  Security  Act  commits  a  crime  punishable  under  Federal  Law,  I  certify  that  the  above  statements  are  true. 

lAME  ^SIGNATURE  OF  CLAI(i;IANT  OR  PERSON  FILING  ON  THE  CLAItulANTS  BEHALF) 

DATE 


SIGN 
HERE 


v/^>:....  c.  C^-^i^ 


iJl^/il 


Form  SSA-3441  F6  (9-78) 


•1    •.ai-li.'ll 
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7^. 


PART  VI  —  FOR  SSA  USE  ONLY  -  DO  NOT  WRITE  BELOW  THIS  LINE 


age  Earner 


g  C^Vd 


Social  Security  Number 


///;<- /^-^</ 74/ 


Name  of  Cl^irnanl 


Ol^irnanl  , 


Social  Security  Numtjer 


13    Check  eacti  item  to  indicate  whether  or  not  any  difficulty  was  observed: 
(Explain  all  items  checked  "Yes. "  in  Item  14  below) 


^-//^J^P'l/^/7V 


Reading: 

D 

Yes 

B      No 

Writing: 

a 

Yes 

CK  No 

Answering: 

m- 

Yes 

D       No 

Hearing: 

D 

Yes 

P^  No 

Speaking: 

a 

Yes 

ET      No 
fK   No 

Understanding: 

n 

Yes 

Other  (Specify):  _ 

- 

Using  Hands:  Q       Yes 

Breathing:  □      Yes 

Seeing:  □      Yes 

Walking:  Q      Yes 

Sitting  □      y«s 

Assistive  Devices:  lO^Yos 


D-  No 
lU''  No 
CP    No 

B^   No 

D^o 


$).tu.a     -t-cil-A      ^Ult       Aa-UvW«-       ^-      oTXt-L^       ^^-^^^ 
14.  It  aity  of  the  above  items  were  checked  "Yes,"  describe  the  observed  difficulty: 


15.  Describe  fully:  General  appearance,  behavior,  any  unusual  observed  difficulties  not  noted 
elsewhere,  any  unusual  circumstances  surrounding  the  interviews. 


Form  SSA-3441  F6  (9-76) 
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REQUEST  FOR  RECONSIDERATION 

at  .s  4uinor>I0O  Dy  fecul«'ion  (70  CFA  404  93?   -   404  3?  1   tnO  416  1407   - 


'iTomp/ere  OfjLV    .nT^^pp/c 


1  do  nol  ogree  w.ih  ihe  delermmol.on  made  on  the  obo.e  clo.m  ond  requf^l  recons.derot.on.    My  rrftsons  ore 


^?>^/ 


NAS;iV!LLE(EAST)TN 
\    jAf;  en  1264 


SSA  Br.  ...I  OFFICE 


y/^^-iy     AOtoSZ.     A'     /.(.(g^-/f-  ■    V]1.,    Iln^-Je LdC   i-i&'(     \fiA.*^'^i 


■  thon  65  doys  ago,  include  you 
^hich  you  received  the  notice  of  the  del 


ITE     l(  the  not.ce  of  the  determ.noOon  on  your  do 

not  mokmg  this  request  eorl.er     Include  the  dot. 

I  om  submitting  the  following  odditionol  evidence  f/f  none,   wr.re    "None,") 

SUPPLEMENTAL  SECURITY  INCOME  RECONSIDERATION  ONLY  ^see  bakk  ol  this  lorm)  '        ^ 

"\  wanl  to  appeal  your  decision  about  my  claim  lor  supplemental  security  income.  I've  read  Ihe 
back  ot  this  lorm  about  the  three  ways  to  appeal  I've  checKed  the  box  below" 


D   Informal  Conlerence  D   Formal  Conference 


SIGH     i 
HERE    W 


Moiling' Address'TN^I^Bjjer  ond  syeei.  Apl.  No.,  Pp.  Bojn  or,«uro/  Roule* 

^/■?  4       S       her  norrj^    Kd 

cA^nd  Stole  _^  7TP"Code       |  Enter  Nom»,ol  County  (If  ony)  in  which  you  no«  lil 

-..r.nesses  ore  required  ONLY   if  this  request  hos  been  signed  by  ,-nark  TX!  obo»e.   !(  signed  by  mork  (X).  two  w.t 


nesses  tc 

the  signing  who  know  the  person  requesting  re 

considerotion  must  Sign  below 

giving  their  full  oddresses 

1-  Signot 

jre  of  Witness 

7    Signoture  of  Witness 

Addres 

s  ,'Number  and  sfreel.   C.(y,  Stole.  ZIP  Code) 

Address  (Number  and  iiree 

.  Cry.  Srore.  ZIP  CorJe) 

FOR  SOCIAL  SECURITY  OFFICE  USE  ONLY 


CLAIMANT'S  COPY        ^''' 
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J.  /-?  -7/7  3 


DISABILITY  DETERMINATION  RATIONALE 


ftlf en    ;    Cook 


»l:-12-*»7^ 


The    fol 
of     S/ID 

Th3  II3S 

To  oe  3 
(tns  di 
You  s J< 
hticus 
shows  t 
hands  j 
ei/1  dene 
Triou^h 
connunt 
u:    fina 


I0.4I 
/92 
ios  D 
ward 
te  t 
5  yo 
hs  ri 
hou; 
no  I 
e    of 

/OJ 

cjte 
thi 
d;f 


Tij    reports    w;re    usro    to    ueci'Jc    /our    cIj)t:     3r.    J.     rt^ritt     r»oort 

to    2/8/rt'ii     3r.    w.     CcoCMi  'Ci     reoart    at     IZ/lS/tSt     i/ir-'>;     St. 

Itsl,     r?3Drt     C3i#er1n5    l/Z/ai.     l/t/b*. 

?d    Oeneflts,     you    oust    oe     found    fMo^olr    31    ir    ojforf     Ci/Zi/':^ 

Tot     the    spsciflec    oerlod     enoed    for    /ju», 

J    ncre    dIsJoLed     -ue    to    neruojs     irooLms.     jrtir^tts.     ouroltlst 

\=>t     heart     trouoli??     rljht     knee    orouleuis.       i;3lcjL     evi-lsnct: 

n     you    tjvf    discomtorti    you    .<re    stHL     oDl -•     to    ir.ou?    your    ar»s> 

i?gs    una    towj    about     in    i    liot  Isf  ac  t  or  /     ni?m?r.       Trv?r;     Is    no 

a    dlsaolltg    proDlen    du?    a    htatjs    hrrnlii    sr    heart     oroolevs* 
Tijy    be    neri/ajs    ut     tt5iffs»     medical     sho.<s    yjj     jre    jole    to    thlnki 

and    act     In    your    own    Intc-rest, 
t     your    conHtAon    does    not     neet     the    oisic     JjtlnAllDn    of    dlsaoi- 
ined    by    th;     Socijl    Security    Olsaoillty    orojrjm. 


^^^S^^^- 

Tne  stite»?at  of  evidnce  In  the  determination  of  Jl/13/"<tt  frjc'ct  js 

■  odiflid  •ijreini  Is  hirfOy  Incorporated  Oy  reffrenc»»  Dut  not  the  Infer- 

STCJSt  finjinjst  or  coiclusions  thereon. 

Medical  evidence  shows  clulmant  neurotic  oeoresslon.   There  Is  no 

evidence  of  a  significant  decreose  In  ocily  jcllvities.   Che  Is  ca:;aDle 

of  rel3tlT3  to  others.   Clainiant  has  a  slUint)  h1c/tJ5  nernii  with 

jsstroesoonageal  reflji»  out  with  no  convlnclnj  evl3».TCe  of  eso-jhagitis 

or  stricture.   The  stoiach  and  duodenum  af:     normal. 

Tie  severity  of  the  cljlir.ani's  Imoalment  Iocs  not  r.eet  or  eojil  thot  of 

any  liiajirnfnt  descrljed  In  the  Listinj  of  Imo  J 1  r-nen  t  s . 


TooBle  C  Cook 


Initial  iinJ  Oalr, 


SI 


f  EXAMINtR-SSA 


0,.S,S^y68.f,,..82, 


I.  FOLDER  COPY 
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;es  Form  Approved 

0MB  No.  09600269 

REQUEST  FOR  HEARING  '/ 

Take  or  mail  original  and  all  copies  to  your  local  Social  Securlly  office.     I 


SEE 

PRIVACY 
ACT  NOTICE 
ON  REVERSE 
SIDE  OF 
FORIUI 


^Te.n    d-   doo^ 


•  USE'S  NAME  AND  SOCIAL  SECURITY  NUMBEH 


Tvpe  Claim  (Ch 

ckONE) 

Only  D   (RSI) 

D.iabilily.Wido 

SSI,A.|,-d    .  .  . 
SSI.BIini)   -  .  . 
SSI.  Onabilily. 
OlherlSpecilyL 

N  or  Widower   .  . 

OnlvD(SSIAI 
OnlyDISSIBI 
Only  n  (SSIDI 

SSI, Aged    .  .  . 
SSI.  Blind   .  .  . 
SSI.OiMbiMly 

.  .     Only^yoiWW) 

.WilhTllleliaaimniSSAC) 
.WiihTillellCUimn(SSBC) 
.WilhTillellCUimDISSDC) 

.Q-  Cju^J 


rdisagree  witb  the  determination  made  on  the  above  claim  and  request  a  hearing.  My  reasons  for  disagreement  are: 


of  the  statements  belo 


>  QQl  wish  to  appear 


B  basis  of  the  evidence  n 


shoiHd  Sign.  En  let  addresses  lor  both  If  claimani  hasarepresenlative.  Fo 
)  musi  be  compieied) 

CLAIMANT'S  SIGNATURE  ' 


a£^^.  a. 


TELEPHONE  NUMBER 


iKTRATinM  7" 


(Language   mciuOing  sign  language) 


ACKJUD™  EDGAA^NTOF  REQU^S^FOR/lE/)R>< 

This  request  for  hearing  was  filed  on     -k^J gJ.  /  Q.  ^. a 

The  Administrative  Law  Judge  will  notify  70U  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  hearing  at  least  10  days  in  advance  of  the  hearing. 
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CLAIMANT'S  STATEMENT  WHEN  REQUEST  FOR  HEARING  IS  FILED  AND  THE  ISSUE  IS  DISABILITY 


PLEASE  READ  PRIVACY  ACT  STATEMENT  ON  REVERSE  PrinL  type,  or  wrile  clearly  and  answer  all 
questions  lo  the  best  of  your  ability  (If  you  are  liling  on  behalf  of  someone  else,  also  answer  all  questions  to 
the  best  o(  your  ability  )  Complete  answers  will  aid  in  processing  the  claim  IF  ADDITIONAL  SPACE  IS 
NEEDED.  ATTACH  A  SEPARATE  STATEMENT  TO  THIS  FORM. 
CuOHJfRTTi 


wat  Med?  Ill  7«i.  dncnt^  iR«  r^iutt  end  aiu 


~l2~W7f 


n  v..  ^No 


□  y«  ^n, 


"□yiT^tk 


•  you  ba*n  trMicd  a 


.  comptet*  the  (aitowif>9  I 


r  than  ••  •  pati«ftt  m  •  ho^tul) 


□  ve.    □wo 


Itun-h 


DATE  OF  EXAM 


l«AME  AND  AODRESS  OF  DOCTOWtSI |  OAT^  Of  E 


is^ 


^       MyiCAL  ^Bpai. 
(^1  A:;hk  Au'JXJ 


S.  H«f«  you  bMn  ■  {m«nt  in  a  hofptui  tine*  th«  ■bow«  itot«7 
til  yM.  coinplif  lh>  lolloping  1 


NAME  AND  ADDRESS  OF  HOSPITALISI 


_Hosafi4t2Sa; 


□  y«.J^^ 


MEOtOtL  PnOtLEM 


Knowing  that  tnyone  making  a  fatie  uatcmant  or  representation  of  a  material  fact  for  UM  in  dotarmining  a  right  to  Q&y/n^0m  under  the  Social 
**  ^rity  Atn  commits  a  crime  punishabie  under  Federel  t_«w,  I  canity  ttut  the  abOM  lUtemanu  are  true. 


SIGNATURE  OF  CLAIMANT  OR  PERSON  FILING  ON  THE  CLAIMANT'S  SEHALF 


OiT-e.'-^r. 


l^^^SS 


noN 

HERE 


fc^2^ 


.^_i2 


Form  HA-44«e  (O-BOJ 

^f^or  wlttiont  may  Cm  usmI  until  auppiy  ta  •ihauttMl 
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ITEM  3.  SUPPLEMENTAL  INFORMATION  ON  THE  CASE  OF  DALE  M.  ROHA 


CHAWhORD  COUNTY  MENTAL  HEALTH  -  MENTAL  RETARDATION  PROCRAM 


Ccnbral  P«Ky 

Ep.kpvv 
Other  NcuroloijKjl  Diwhili{>c> 


DEVELOPMENTAL  DISABILITIES  PROGRAM 

serving  mdiviiluais  add  rhL-ir  Ijniilics 


April  2A,  1984 


Mr.  Paul  Steitz,  Legislative  Aide 

■  to  Honorable  John  Heinz 
Room  G-33,  Senate  Dirksen  Building 
Washington,  D.C.    20510 

RE:   Supplemental  Security  Income 

Dear  Mr.  Steitz: 

One  of  my  clients  has  been  found  to  meet  the  eligibility  criteria  of 
being  disabled  by  the  Social  Security  Administration,  but  he  has  been  denied 
Supplemental  Security  Income  due  to  excessive  resources. 

When  my  client's  mother  died,  there  was  no  will.   As  a  farming  family, 
the  estate  was  passed  on  to  the  son  picked  by  the  father  as  his  >3uccessor 
before  his  death. 

Since  the  estate  h^s  not  been  legally  settled,  the  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration has  decided  that  my  client  owns  one-eighth  of  the  estate  with  e 
tax  value  alone  over  $1,800. 

Definitely,  his  portion  of  the  state  exceeds  the  $1,500  resource  limit 
and  the  decision  of  the  Social  Security  Administration  is  correct  according 
to  their  regulations. 


Farming  families  have  been  the  foundation  of  American  society  for  hun- 
dreds of  years.   It  must  be  recognized  that  many  farming  families  still  do 
not  believe  in  wills  since  the  family  structure . handles  the  family  assets 
and  perpetuates  the  family  farming  business.   The  rules  of  the  Social  Sec- 
urity Administration  do  not  recognize  this  rural  subculture. 

My  client  is  unable  to  sell  his  portion  of  the  estate  since  the  other 
family  members  do  not  want  any  portion  of  the  farm  to  be  sold,  but  yet  they 
do  not  have  the  money  to  purchase  his  portion  from  him. 

My  client  cannot  give  his  portion  of  the  estate  to  the  other  family 
members  since  this  would  constitute  a  gift  and  disqualify  him  from  Supple- 
mental Security  Income  and  public  assistance  (his  current  source  of  Income) 
for  a  period  of  two  years. 
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Hy  client  would  be  willing  to  have  a  lien  placed  against  his  portion  of 
the  estate  If  he  were  to  receive  Supplemental  Security  Income,  and  he  would 
pay  back  monies  if  the  farm  is  sold. 

The  whole  affair  regarding  the  application  for  SuppleoientAl  Security  In- 
come benefits  has  caused  a  regression  in  my  client.   He  was  a  resident  of 
Warren  State  Hospital  for  23  years,  but  he  has  been  able  to  live  in  the  com- 
iDunlty  for  the  last  10  years.   It  would  be  a  shame  for  him  to  regress  to  the 
level  when  he  again  would  have  to  be  hospitalized. 

Respectfully  yours, 


^.\^^fV4^^^^ 


T.  W.  Morris 
Coordinator 


TWM/tm 
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O'.U    .iVLUH        li.lM  I'lri^rtlkCH  MM.- 

(lIliEK  AKI  \.-     .Hi  1J2  Mcl.l 

KV'AL  III]  I'HONF  NLMP..  K       1>)(-MC4 


Dr.  Ktrchner 

MeDtal  Health  Center  City  Hosp. 

Liberty  St. 

Meadvllle,  PA  16335 


DATE 

NA>IE 

ADDRESS 


Sept.  2,  1983 
Bale  M.  Roha 
360  Chestnut  St. 
Meadvllle,  PA  16335 


Dear  Doctor 


AN:  116-20-8057 
5IRTH  DATE:  814+336-5769 


The  Bureau  of  Disability  Determination  is  investigating  the  above  individual's 
eligibility  for  disability  benefits  under  Title  II  and/or  Title  XVI  of  the  Social 
Security  Act.   The  claimant  has  listed  you  as  a  source  of  medical  treatment 

between  ^and ,  and  stated  that  disability  results 

from retardation,  schizophrenia,  and  diabetes 


We  are  requesting  medical  evidence  from  your  records  to  help  us  establish  the 
onset,  severity  and  duration  of  the  applicant's  impairment (s) .   If  you  charge  a 
fee  for  preparing  this  information,  the  Bureau  of  Disability  Determination  can 
reimburse  you  up  to  twelve  dollars  ($12.00).   Just  complete  the  enclosed 
Professional  Service  Invoice  and  submit  it  with  your  report. 

The  reverse  of  this  letter  is  a  reporting  from  for  your  convenience,  but  a 
n.irrative  report  or  copies  of  your  records  would  be  perfectly  acceptable.   If 
you  prefer,  we  welcome  telephone  responses.   You  can  dial  the  above  toll  free 
number  any  working  day  between  8:30  a.m.  and  5:00  p.m.   The  claims  adjudicator 
whose  name  appears  below  will  be  happy  to  take  your  report. 

OR,  YOU  MIGHT  FIND  IT  MOST  CONVENIENT  TO  USE  OUR  24  HOUR  TELERECORDING  SERVICE. 
CALL  ONE  OF  THESE  TOLL  FREE  NIMBERS:  800+492-2514,-15,-16,-17,  ANY  DAY,  AT  ANY 
TIME,  TO  DICTATE  YOUR  REPORT. 

A  copy  of  any  medical  information  you  provide  via  telephone  will  be  sent  to  you 
for  verification  and  signature. 

Please  try  to  complete  this  request  within  ten  (10)  days  to  help  us  process  your 
patient's  claim  promptly.   This  is  a  request  for  information  from  existing  records 


Uith  Psychological  and  Diabetes 


Sincerely, 


Chris  Ladlev/mlp. 


Disability  Claims  Adjudicator 
Enclosur 


Reviewing  Physician 


Medical  Release  Authorization 
Postage  Paid  Return  Envelope 
Professional  Service  Invoice  (DDD-208c) 
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1.  Date  First   Seen   ^^-'^-f^t-J^'^^pate  Last  Seen         /^//^/5--<   Frequency   of  Visits    ■'^"^V'^^- 

/<7  7-/  '  ^  '  " ■• 

2.  Height  Weight 


3.  Diagnosis  and  Onset  Dat 

4.  Clinical  Course:       (J    '  '  if  I 


5. a. Describe  in  detail  the  patient's  current  mental  status.   Please  check  any  of  the  fol- 
lowing areas  in  which  deterioration  or  other  change  has  been  noted.   Include  a  clari- 
.    fying  narrative  for  each  ltc:in  checked: 

^x>-vv>/lvy  intellectual  function      ^^th  ought  processes  i  content  C-£^^-^  orientation 

^OU^-t^   menory        jTWriSynOicL     perception  ^;-y77'^^      judgment  and 

^-^^^^l-affect  ^^j-      nood  -  insight 


b. Discuss  also  any  symptoms  such  as  depression,  anxiety.,  hallucinations  or  delusions, 
psychophysiological  disorders,  personality  disorganization,  bizarre  behavior,  etc. 

5.   Illustrate  any  changes  since  onset  of  illness  of  any  of  the  following  as  they  reflect 
the  psychopathology  described  above.   (a)  daily  activities   (b)  inter'ests   (c)  per- 
sonal care  and  habits   (3)  ability  to  relate.  •  .  ^         , 

7.  Current  medications  (with  dosage)  including  response  and  side  effects. 

o 

8.  Results  of  psychological  testing,  EEC's,  skull  x-rays,  or  other  pertinent  laboratory 
data  with  dates,  if  available  (or  specify  where  they  can  be  obtained). 

9.  In  your  Judgn:ent,  is  the  patient  capable  of  managing  benefits  in  his  or  her  own  be- 

half?       u.^^JCA.   Tl^-o  /^--^T^  m  /t.    <2c^.£>W  -r  ^ 

10.   Prognosis:       /    ,  ^ 

Date     yc./-^./g3  ni^^^-^r^^^^^d^^ 

" Physician's  Signature 

A-?Eychiatric 
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'■.         DALE  M.    ROHA 

I.:     Da'te  First   Seen     

Height     Ueighc 


116-20-8057 

Dace   Last   Se 


lbs.      In-past 


(nos/yrs) 


2.  Diagnosis    and   Onset   Date: 

3.  Clinical   Course:        OcLnKltXi^l  '^ 


—  /^J-~,L^r^-^ -CJ—   <^  ^ 


/,.  Are  there  abnonaal  ophchaluioscopic  findings?  YES  NO  Describe  in  detail  (in- 
cluding evidence  of  neovascularization,  hemorrhages,  exudates,  retinitis  prollferans, 
etc.) 


Visual  acuity,  with  best  correction:   CD 


OS 


Date 


5.   Is  there  evidence  of  peripheral  neuropathy?  YKS  !J0  Describe  in  detail  any 

neuropathy  to  include  extremities  Involved,  disturbance  of  gross  and  dexterous  move 
ments,  or  gait,  and  station.  Specify  if  neuropathy  is  persistent  and  sustained  or 
intermittent. 


?^-^ 


6.   Is  there  evidence  of  peripheral  vascular  disease?  YES  NO  Describe  in  detail 

and  grade  pulsations  on  scale  from  0  to  +4  (normal). 


7.  Was  surgery  performed?  YES  NO  ^   Describe  procedures,  dates  and  results 


8.   Has  patient  experienced  acidosis?  YES  NO  If  "YES"  describe  frequency,  PH, 

PCO2  or  bicarbonate  levels  and  dates: 


9.   Is  there  renal  or  cardiovascular  involvenent?  YES  NO  _}^   Describe,  and  give  re- 
sults and  dates  of  supporting  lab  tests  (e.g.,  BUN  or  EKG) . 


10.  Describe  current  treatment  (including  previous  or  proposed  surgery  and  dates),  re- 
sponse and  prognosis. 

11.  Please  report  other  pertinent  observable  clinical  findings.      >l?  J  /     y^  >- 


/^k-^ 


Physician's^Signature 


A-Endocrine-Diabete 
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Social  Security 
Notice  to  Visit  Office 

From:  Depariment  of  Health,  Educalion,  and  Welfare 
Social  Security  Adminisiraiion 


Dala  M.   Roha 
360  Chestnut  St. 
Moadvlllfl,   PA     16335 


Tere^HONfi  n*^m 


Date:      November  3i   1983 
Claim  Number:  116-20-8057 
Hours:     9am  -  4:30pra 


Dear  Mr.  Rohai 


We  would  like  to  talk  with  you  about     doing  a  final  review  of  your  SSI  since 
your  claim  has  been  approved.     We  have  scheduled  an  appointment  for  you 
on  Tuesday,    November  8,    1983   at   9:00   a.m.   to  take  care  of  this.      Bring 
the  following  with  you:     proof  that  certificate  with  IDS  was  cancelled; 
bank  statements   for  July  1983  -  October  1963;   checkbook;   rent  receipts 
from  September  1983  on;   any  information  you  have   about  estate  of  Edward 
and  Bertha  Roha  of  which  you  are   an  heir;   and  any  proof  that  Jeffrey  Hoover 
is  on  cash  welfare. 

Please  come  to  our  office  as  soon  as  you  can  and  bring  (his  letter  with  you.  Our  office  hours 
and  telephone  number  are  shown  above. 

If  you  can't  comeiSaMC  on  November  8  ,  let  us  know  as  soon  as  possible  and  we'll 

make  other  arrangements  with  you. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Clifford  E.  Bush 
Claims  Representative 

You  have  been   scheduled   for  an   appointment  with        Kr.   Bush 

]  '  '  ! •      -Ci  you  are  un- 

abli   to  keep  this   appointment,    please   cali   us   by  J^Jo^JC^rr^be^fH      ^^  „g  .^,j„ 
reschedule  your  appointment. 

SSA  t.SOU«(J.76l 


36-987    O— 84 9 
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Supplemental  Security  Income 
Notice  of  Disapproved  Claim 


007 


From:     Deparlmenl  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Social  Security  Administration 


Date:  12-13-83 

'dale   m  roha  Social  Security  Number: 

360  Chestnut  st  116-20-8057    01 

MEAOVlLLfc  PA  16335 

♦  APPLICATION  fiLEO  » 
SEPTEHBEK  01*  1983 

•  TYPE  OF  CLAIM  • 
INDIVIDUAL — DISABLED 

AHTEK  A  CAH£(^UL  kEVlE»i  OF  YOUK  CASt,  wE  HAVE  DETEKMINEO  THAT  YOU  ARE  NOT 
Ei.IOlb.-E  TO  keCElVF  SUPPLEMENTAL  SECUKITY  INCOME  PAYMENTS  UNDER  THc 
PROVi:>IONi  OF  TITLE  XVI  OE  TmE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  ACT. 

TO  bE  tLlUIbLt  hUK  SUPPLEMENTAL  SECURITY  INCOME  PAYMENTS,  YUU  CANNOT  HAVE 
COUNTAAlE  RESOURCES  hORTm  MORE  Th AN  >1,500.00.   COUNTABLE  RESOURCES 
INCLUUE  CERTAIN  REAL  PROPERTY  OR  OThtR  ThINbS  YOU  MAY  OwN,  SuCM  AS  CASH, 
STOCKS  AND  BONUS,  AND  CERTAIN  TYPES  OF  LIFE  INSURANCE.   OUR  RECORDS  SHOK 
That  TOU  HAVE  RESOURCES  HAVlNo  A  VALUE  IN  EXCELS  OF  Si, 300. 00  FOR 
SEPTEMBER  1983  UN. 

YOU  MAY  BE  Eligible  to  receive  supplemental  security  income  payments  while 
oiSPusiNo  OF  Excess  couNTAbLt.KEsouKCES  unoek  an  AbKtEMtNT  TO  DO  so 

IF — TOTAL  COUNTABLE  RESOURCES  ARE  NOT  HORTh  MORE  THAN  $3,000.00  AND  TOTAL 
COUNTABLE  LIwUIO  RESOURCES,  SuCh  Ai  CaSh,  STOCKS  ANU  BONDS,  SAVINoS  OR 

Checking  accounts,   00  not  exceed  *'i'i2.vo.     uur  kecurds  sho»<  that  you  do 
NOT  uuALiFir  FOR  These  payments. 

TnS    APPLICATION    YOU    FIlED     IS    ALSO    AN    APPLICATION    K  OK    AOOI'TIONAL    STATE 

Payments  unl»er  the  supplemental  security  inlome  pruoram.     for  reasons 

ShOhN  ABOVE,  YOU  are  NCT  ELIGIBLE  FOR  SUCH  PAYMENTS  FROM  YOuR  STATE. 

ALTHOUGH  YOU  ARE  NOT  ElIGIBlE  FOR  T  hE  REASONS  GIVEN  ABOVE,  HE  HAVE 
DETERMINED  That  YOU  AkE  DISABlEJ. 

IF  AT  ANY  TIME  IN  ThE  FuTuRE  YOU  Th INK  YOU  gUALiFY  FOR  PAYMENT,  PLEASE 

contact  us  immediately  about  filino  a  new  application.  we  cannot  make 
paymeni  for  any  month  befure  The  month  in  which  you  apply. 

alThOooh  too  akh  not  Eligible  for  ^upklemental  security  incjme  payments, 
YOU  HAt   BE  Eligible  for  meuical  assistance — medicaid.   if  you  have  any 

MUEiTlONi    AisOuT    fcLlblBlLlTY    FOR    MEDICAID    OR    NEED    MEDICAL    ASSISTANCE,     YOtl 
SHOULD    OET     IN    TOUCH    WITH    THE    COUNTY    BOARD    OF    ASSISTANCE. 


Important:  See  other  side  for  an  explanation  of  your  appeal  rights  and  other  Ir.formation^ 

. " ~  lorm  SbA-;.IW30-Cl  (7-7SI  (R 


SbA-;.IW30-Cl  U1»)  (FotmcdybSA-SOJOl 
Print  cdilM.rwuiable 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  HUMAN  SEtJvTcES 
SOCIAL  SeCUniTV  ADMINISTRATION 


\af 


REQUEST  FOR  RECONSIDERATION 

he  inlormalion  on  Itiis  lotnn  13  aulhoiiied  by  regjlalion  120  CFR  404  907  -  404  921  >ni)  4 1 6  1407  - 
16  14211  While  your  responses  to  these  que3lions  is  votunlery  the  Social  Security  Administration  cannot 
aconsiOer  the  decision  on  this  claim  unless  the  inlormation  is  furnished 

ME  OF   CLAIMANT 


Dale  H.   Boha 

SOCIAL  SECUBiTY    CLAIM 


SUPPLEMENTAL  SECURITY  INCOME  CLA 


POUSE   S  NAME    ANO  SOCIAL  SECURITY    NUMBER     iCompUle  ONLT   in  Zupplemenlol    Securily 


CLAIM  FOR     (Sp^ciiy  type.    e.g..    relirement,    ditabilil/.   hoipitol  insuronce,   supple 

seeuriry  ior:omc.  ric.)        Supplemental   Security  Income 


>n  rh<  f   ipoce) 


I  do  not  agree  with  the  determination  mode  ^on  the  above  claim  and  request  reconsiderotion.   My  reasons  ore 


Even  though  my  mother  died  without  a  will,  she  verbally  requeated  that  my 

brother,  Edward,  maintain  the  farm  intact. (Continued  on  Separate  Page) 


NOTE     If  the  notice  ol  the  determination  on  your  claim  is  dated  more  than  65  days  ago,  include  your  reason  for 
not  moiling  this  request  earlier     Include  the  dote  on  which  you  received  the  notice  of  the  determination. 

I  am  submitting  the  following  odditionol  evidence  f/f  none,  write  "None,") 


SUPPLEMENTAL  SECURITY  INCOME  RECONSIDERATION  ONLY  (see  back  of  this  form) 

"I  want  to  appeal  your  decision  about  iny  claim  lor  supplemental  security  income  I've  read  the 
back  ol  ttiis  form  about  the  tfiree  ways  to  appeal   I've  chect^ed  Itie  box  below  " 

D    Case  Review  g    Informal  Conference  □    Formal  Conference 


Signoture  (First  name,  middle  initio/,  lost  name)  (V/nle  in  ink) 

-« » h^Jc  7/1-  Anf-^ 


Date  (Month,  day,  year) 

1/5/84 


Moiling  Address  (Number  ond  street.   Apt.  No.,  P.O.  Box,  or  Rural  Route) 

360  Chestnut   Street,   Apartment   #2 
City  ond  Stole 

Meadville,  PA 


Telephone  Number 

(Sl/t)   336-5769 


21 P  Code^ 

16335 


Enter  Nome  of  County  (if  any)  in  which  you  now  live 
Crawford 


Witnesses  ore  required  ONLY   if  this  request  has  been   signed  by  mark  (X)  obove     If  signed  by  mark  (X),  two  wit- 
nesses  to  the  signing  who  know  the  person  requesting  reconsiderotion  must  sign  below,  giv  ng  'heir  full  addresses" 
1.  Signature  of  Witness 


Address  (Number  and  street.   City,   State,  ZIP  Code 


2.  Signature  of  Witness 


Address  (Number  ond  street,   Ctly,   State,  ZIP  Code) 


FOR  SOCIAL  SECURITY  OFFICE  USE  ONLY 


SOCIAL  SECL 


OFFICE    ADDRESS 


For.71  SSA-Sei-U2  (2  82) 
Destroy  prior  editions 


CLAIMANT'S  COPY 
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Reasons  Continued: 


Members  of  my  family  do  not  have  the  ability  to  buy  from  me  my  legal  portion  of 
the  estate. 

From  Information  provided  by  my  brother,  Edwa^l ,  there  currently  are  two 
suits  pending  against  the  estate  which  will  require  settlement  before  there  can 
be  any  consideration  of  settling  with  me.   At  the  present  time,  members  of  my 
family  will  not  consider  selling  any  portion  or  all  of  the  estate. 

This  situation  is  leaving  me  without  any  means  of  support,  and  my  cash  re- 
serves are  about  depleted.   Until  such  time  that  the  estate  can  be  settled,  I 
am  in  need  of  Supplemental  Security  Income.   I  am  willing  to  pay  back  any  bene- 
fits that  I  receive  at  such  time  that  the  estate  is  settled  and  I  receive  my 
portion  of  the  estate. 
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Supplements  Security  Incoivte 
Notice  of  Reconsideration 


From:  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  oo     looi 

Social Securi.yAdmiauuaiion    ^'-^     January  23,  19ai» 


Claim  Nuatbar.    llS-^ZO-QOS? 


Oala    H.    Roha  Hccoiuidwatioa  FIM:  1/9/84 

360  Chostmt  St.,   Apt.  2 
>toadvlUa,  PA     16335 


As  you  requested,   the  determination  that  you  are  not  eligible  for 
Supplemental  Security  Income  because  your  resources  are  over  $1,500.CX) 
has  been  thoroughly  reexamined. 

You  were  originally  denied  Supplemental  Secxirity  Income  benefits  because 
your  checking  account  and  your  share  in  the  estate  of  your  parents'  farm 
exceeds  $1,500.00. 

In  case  review,   it  is  found  that  your  share  in  the  estate  is  $1,860.38. 
This  is  based  strictly  on  tax  assessed  value,   which  means  the  market 
value  is  considerably  more  and,  therefore,  your  share  is  much  more  than 
the  $1,860.38  we  used  in  this  determination. 

Therefore,  the  initial  determination  was  correct,  and  you  have  resources 
over  $1,500.00. 


Lnporiant:  See  other  side  for  an  explanation  ol  your  appeal  rights  and  other  infomuiiion  ► . 

Form  SbA  M5S  A  (3-761 
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REQUEST  FOR  HEARING 

Take  or  mall  original  and  all  copies  to  your  local  Social  Security  oKlce. 


CLAIIMANT 

Dale  ^:.  '^ha 


IVAGe  EARNER  {Le, 


SOCIAL  iECUnirv  NUMBEHi 

116-^20-0057 


PHIVACV 
ACT  NOTICE 
ON  REVERSE 
SIDE  OF 
FORM 


Inn 


s 


Type  Claim  (Check  ONE) 

Reliremenl  or  Sun/iuors Only  D  (RSII 

Oiuliilily.  Worker  or  Child Only  O  (OIWC) 

Disability.  Widom  or  Widower    Only  D  (DIIVW) 

SSI. Aged  .  .  .  .OnlyDISSIAI  I  SSI.Aged  .  .  .  .  With  Title  1 1  Claim  D  (SSAC) 
SSI. Blind  .  .  .  OnlyniSSIB)  SSI. Blind  .  .  .  .WittiTitlell  Claim  Q  (SSBCI 
SSI.  Disability  .  .  Only  S  ISSIOI  I  SSI,  Disability  .  .  With  Title  II  Claim  D  (SSOC) 
Other  (Speci(y) ___^_ 


I  disagree  with  the  determination  made  on  the  above  claim  and  request  a  hilling.  My  reasons  for  disagreement  a 
Tba  zmaouzcmM  Mllocatad   to  —  ar»  b»^oad  my  controJ  for  dlajaxl. 


My  rmmllt  tdll  aot  smll  eh*  farm  or  allow  ma  to  sail  ay  abara. 

Check  o 

le  of  the  followinq: 

Check  ONLY  ONE  of  the  statements  below: 

D 1."; 

IS  form  oi  forward  lo  the  Social  Sccuriiy  Ofhce  wiihln 

a    1  wish  ,o  appear  ,n  person 

Cha. 

e  no  adOihonal  evidence  to  submii 

,— ,    1  do  not  wish  to  oppear  ai  a  hearing,  1  requMt  that  J  decision 
1 1    be  made  on  ihe  basis  of  the  evidence  in  mv  case 

Signed  by  (Either  ineclaimant  or  representaiiveshould  sign.  Enter  addresses  for  both  Ifcia 
SSA-1696-U3  (Appointment  ot  Representative!  must  be  completed) 


sarepreseniah^ 


SIGNATURE  OR  MAME  OF  Cl^lfyiANT  S  REPRESENTATIVE 

D    ATTORNEY            Q     NON  ATTORNEY 

CLAIMANT'S  SIGNATURE 

ADDRESS 

ADDRESS 

360  Cbaatmit  Straat 

CITY.  STATE.  AND  ZIP  CODE 

CITY.  STATE.  AND  ZIP  CODE 

MaaOvlUa,   PA     16335 

TELEPHONE  NUMBER 

DATE 

1/27/B4 

TELEPHONE  NUMBER 

($14)   336-S7t9 

(Cliiimant  shoulil  not  hi 

<n  tmlow  this  hnel 

TO  BE  COMPLETED  BY  SOCIAL  SECURITY  ADWirNISTRATION 


iMhts  request  I. muly  l.leU'  QVES  ^^ 
If  "No"  IS  checked  1 1 1  An3ch  claimants  eni 
^L-riinPni  letter,  marenjl.  or  ■nformdtlun  m  il 


(Language  including  sign  language) 


ACKNOWLEDGMENT  OF  REQUEST  FOR  HEARING 


This  request  for  hearing  was  filed  on at 

The  Administrative  Law  Judge  will  notify  you  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  hearing  at  least  10  days  in  advance  of  the  hearing. 


For  Che  Social  Security  Adminis 


(Street  Address! 


Soc.jl  S-cuniv  OHice  Code_ 
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To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

I  currently  operate  the  Roha  Farm  at  Star  Route,  Meadville,  PA   16335. 
I  have  operated  this  farm  since  my  mother's  death  in  May  of  1976. 

Even  though  my  mother,  Bertha  Roha,  did  not  have  a  will,  it  was  her  ex- 
pressed desire  that  I,  Ernest  Roha,  continue  to  operate  the  family  farm.   Fur- 
ther, it  was  my  mother's  desire  that  the  farm  not  be  sold,  cither  in  part  or 
whole,  but  that  the  farm  must  remain  in  the  family. 

At  the  current  time,  I  will  not  sell  any  part  or  all  of  the  farm. 


Signed 


Date 
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IMPORTANT  NOT%e  TO  TITLE  XX  RECIPIEhfwi  READ  CAREFULLY 


Northwestern  Legal  Services 


March  14,  1984 


■^. 


1  Chestnut  Street,  Meadvllle,  Pa.  x6335 


r-W4! 


TeLlPMOMC  NUMSER 


O     THIS  IS  TO  NOTIFY  YOU  THAT  TITLE  XX  SEHVICcJ  WiLL  NOT  BEGIN  BECAUSE  OF  TKE  FOLLOWINO  FACTS  ANft 
REQULATIONS: 


.  EfTECTlVE  . 


D    THIS  IS  TO  NOTIFY  YOU  THAT  TITLE  XX  SERVICES  WILL       D    B£  BeouCEO     D    BE  TERMINATED     D    OTHEfl       03/23/84 

THIS  ACTION  IS  PLANNED  BECAUSE  OF  THE  FOLLOWING  FACTS  AND  REGULATIONS 

We  can  no  longer  provide  service  to  you  because  the  handling  of  your  case 
KMOUld  vlolatQ  the  Code  of  Professional  Responsibility  and/or  the  Disciplinary 
KMtalam   of  th«  Supraaa  Court  of  Pennsylvania  becauoe  your  cr.se  does  not  have' 

enough  merit  to  pursue. 

PA^B^'July  17,  1982,  page  2291,  Regulation  3-1-42(1). 

IF  YOU  DISAGREE  WITH  THE  DECISION  LISTED  ABOVE  YOU  HAVE  THE  RIGHT  TO  APPEAL  AND  REQUEST  A  FAIR 
HEARING  THROUGH  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  PUBLIC  WELFARE'S  OFFICE  OF  M^AFIINGS  AND  APPEALS. 

-towever.  you  do  not  have  the  right  to  appeal  a  decls'on  which  la  based  on  changes  In  federal  or  slate  i^w  or  regulations  simply  t>ecause 
he  law  or  regulations  has  changed  and  now  excludes  you  Irom  i^arvice.  reduces  the  amouni  ol  service  or  Imposes  a  tee  You  do  have  the 
ighl  to  appeal  il  you  Oelieve  you  meal  the  requirements  for  service  baseo  on  the  nev,  regulation  or  law.  or  if  you  believe  the  computation  of 
he  lee  amount  is  incorrect-  II  the  Office  ol  Hedri,  gs  and  Appeal?  finds  you  do  not  meet  the  new  requirements,  you  will  be  responsible  lor 
he  cost  ol  service  received  Irom  the  proposed  I'ffective  dale  of  the  service  provider's  oecision  which  was  appealed  until  the  date  service 
i  terminated  or  reduced  It  a  lee  computation  is  being  appealed,  Ihe  Olfice  ol  Hearings  and  Appeals  will  delerm/ie  the  amount  of  the  fee  to 
•e  paid  and  you  will  be  responsible  lor  the  payment  of  thai  amount  Irom  the  proposed  eitectlve  dale  ol  the  service  provider's  decision 
rhic^.  was  appealed  until  the  effective  dale  ol  the  Office  of  Hearings  and  Appeals  decision 

his  form  is  sent  to  you  in  duplicate,  if  you  want  to  f  ila  an  appeal  and  request  a  lair  hearing,  please  complete  Ihe  reverse  slue  of  this  form 

nd  return  one  copy  directly  to  the  Office  ol  Hearings  and  Appeals  Keep  the  other  copy  for  your  records. 

you  do  not  understand  this  decision,  or  would  like  to     T     Editn    benson,     HA,     NWL,S,     'ja    Keno   street 

eel  with  a  represenlativeol  our  agency,  please  contact  r     Sharon,     Pa.     16146;     (412)     346-6112 

our  appeal  notice  must  be  postmarked  on  or  before 04/1  0/P.A and  should  be  sent  directly  to  the  Deoarlmsni  s  Oltice  ol 

aarings  and  Appeals- 

:he  appeal  notice  is  postmarked  after nd/l  9/RA the  Of  lice  of  Hearings  and  Appeals  reserves  Ihu  ngnl,  by  regulation,  to 

imiss  Ihe  appeal  without  a  heanng. 

he  appeal  notice  is  postmarked  on  or  before n^^/7^^/R4 Title  XX  services  will  continue  pending  Ihe  hearing  decision.  It 

appeal  is  postmarked  after  this  date,  service  will  be  discontinued 


he  appeal  notice  is  postmarked  on  or  alte.      IT^/^^/Rd but  before nA/ |  o/a/j        Ihe  appeal  will  be 

:epted,  bul  Title  XX  service  will  not  be  continued  pending  the  fair  hearing  decision 


Henry  Leone.    EsquireL- 


60  Chestnut  Street March  14.  1984 


sa'iville.-Pa.  16335 
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Northwestern  Legal  Serves 

231  Chestnut  Street  •  5th  Floor.  Professionil  BIdg. 
Meadville,  Pennsylvania   I63J5  814/724-1040 

March  14,  1984 


Dale  Roha 

360  Chestnut  Street 

Meadville,  Pa.  16335 

Dear  Mr.  Roha: 

After  thoroughly  researching  your  case,  I  have  come  to    the 
conclusion  that  the  decision  of  the  Social  Security 
Administration,  finding  you  over  the  SSI  source  limit,  is  correct. 

Mere  ownership  of  your  interest  in  the  estate  is  sufficient 
for  the  estate  to  be  counted  as  a  resource  to  you.   This  fact  is 
true  even  though  you  are  receiving  no  actual  benefit  from  owning 
it. 

Due  to  this  situation,  I  feel  that  your  case  does  not  have 

sufficient  merit  for  our  office  to  represent  you  in  the  hearing 

you  have  requested.   Therefore,  I  am  now  writing  to  inform  you 
that  your  case  is  being  closed  in  our  office. 

Enclosed  are  the  forms  we  are  required  to  send  each 
client  when  their  case  is  closed.   If  you  agree  with  the  decision 
to  close  your  case,  you  need  do  nothing  with  these  forms. 
However,  if  do  not  agree  with  this  decision,  please  follow  the 
instructions  on  the  forms  as  to  the  various  methods  available  to 
you  to  question  the  decision. 

Please  note  that  these  forms  have  nothing  to  do  with  your  SSI 
case  and  are  merely  a  requirement  of  our  terminating  service  to 
you. 

Also,  please  note  that  this  action  does  not  affect  your 
request  for  a  hearing.   The  hearing  will  still  be  scheduled  by  the 
Social  Security  Administration  and  they  will  inform  you  of  its 
date  and  time.   I  am  simply  informing  you  that  I  will  not  be 
representing  you  at  that  hearing. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  your  interest  in  the  estate  works  to 
disqualify  you  from  these  benefits  but  that  is  the  law.   Good  luck 
to  you  in  the  future. 

Sincerely, 

Henry  Leone 
Attorney-at-Law 

Enclosures 
HLtgc 
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Ofcl-SMIMtNC  Of   ME«L1M  ANO  HUMAN  iLMVlCtS 
SOCIAL  SECURII*  AOMCNISTBAIION 
0FKIC6  OF  MEAfllNGS  AND  APPEALS 


NOTICE  OF  HEARING 


Dale  M.   Roha 


(WaQ«  EarnBt)  (Leaxe  blank  t(  i 


Claim  lor 
Suppleniental  Seciirity  Inconie 

116-20-8057 

(Social  Secuiily  Numbar) 


Mr.  Dale  Roha 
360  Chestnut  St. 
Meadville,  PA  16335 


Pursuant  to  your  written  request,  a  tiearing  will  be  lleld  by  the  undersigned,  an  Admjni 
Appeals  YOU  ABE  HEREBY  NOTIFIED  TO  APPEAR  ON 
Friday  June  1,    1984 


IN  ORDER  TO  PROVIDE  YOU  WITH  AN  OPPORTUNITY 
TO  FULLY  PRESENT  YOUR  CASE,  THE  DATE  AND 
TIME  OF  THIS  HEARING  HAVE  BEEN  SET  ASIDE 
ESPECIALLY  FOR  YOU.  YOUH  FAILURE  TO  APPEAR 
WITHOUT  COOD  REASON  WILL  CAUSE  DISMISSAL 
OF  YOUR  REOUEST  FOR  HEARING. 

oTHS 


tive  Law  Judge  ol  ttie  Ottic 
9:30  a.m. 


o'clock  in  Room  _ 


tOay  ot  Week! 

U.S!   Court  House 


IFuU  Dale) 

6th  &  state  Streets 


(Numtwr  and  Stfeel) 


ISSUES:     The  general  issue  to  be  deteniuned  is  whether  you  meet  the  resource  re- 
quirements for  eligibility  under  section  1613  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended. 

The  specific  issue  on  which  findings  will  be  made  and  conclusions  will 
be  reached  is  whether  you  have  non-excludable  resources  in  excess  of  $1,500. 


Please  arrive  15  minutes  early  to  review  your  file. 


REMARKS; 

It  is  suggested  that  you  be  represented  by  a  person  of  your  choice  to  assist  you 

in  presenting  your  case. 
IMPORTANT  —  Please  sign  and  return  at  once  the  enclosed  acknowledgment  lorm  notifying  me  whether  you  will  be  present  at 
the  scheduled  hearing.  No  postage  is  required  on  this  (orm.  If  an  emergency  arises  preventing  your  appearance  after  you  mall 
the  acknowledgment  lorm  slating  that  you  will  be  present,  notily  me  promptly  and  give  your  reasons.  Also,  indicate  how  soon 
you  will  be  able  to  attend  a  hearing, 

READ  THE  OTHER  SIDE  OF  THIS  NOTICE  FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  REGARDING  YOUR  HEARING 


Enclosure 


.dminislralive  Law  JtiOg 


r4,a,\hl^^ 


Robert  M.  Ague,  Jr 


None  of  record 


ring  Otiice  Mailing  Address 

5th  Fl.,  Park  Bldg. 
355  Fifth  Avenue 
Pittsburgh,  PA  15222 


Social  Sdcunly  Ollice  tstreei  Address) 


SSA,  224  Park  Avenue  Plaza 
Msadville,  PA  16335 
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ITEM  4.  SUPPLEMENTAL  INFORMATION  FOR  THE  TESTIMONY  OF  LEE  A.  HOFFMAN,  JR. 

"(yniteo  gs'uurs  vLouii  ui  ^ypi-ais 

Second  Circuit 


At  a  stated  Term  of  the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Second 
Circuit,  held  at  the  United  States  Courthouse  in  the  City  of  New  York,  on  the 

third  day  of         June 

one  thousand  nine  hundred  and  eignty- three. 


Present: 


HONORABLE  JAMES  L.  CAKES, 
HONORABLE  LAWRENCE  W.  PIERCE, 
HONORABLE  JOHN  W.  PECK* 

Circuit  Judges, 


MARY  JENKINS, 


Plaint iff -Appellant, 


RICHARD  S.  SCHWEIKER,  Secretary  of 
the  Department  of  Health  and 
Human  Services, 

Defendant -Appellee . 


No.    82-6273 


Appeal  from  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the    Southern 
District  of     New   York. 

This  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  transcript  of  record  from  the 
United  States  District  Court  for  the        Southern  District  of 

New  York  ,  and  was  argued  by  counsel. 

ON  CONSIDERATION  WHEREOF,  it  is  now  hereby  ordered,  adjudged, 
and  decreed  that  the     judgment  of  said  District 

Court  be  and  it  hereby  is      reversed   and    remanded. 

Mary  M.  Jenkins,  a  77-year-old  widow,  appeals  from  the  grant 
of  summary  judgment  by  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York  in  favor  of  the  Secretary  of  Health 
and  Human  Services  in  Jenkins's  action  to  review  the  Secretary's 
determination  that  she  had  been  overpaid  $6,630.18  in  Supple- 
mental Security  Income  (SSI)  benefits  and  was  not  entitled  to 
waiver  of  recoupment  of  the  overpayment.   On  appeal,  Jenkins 
does  not  challenge  the  fact  of  the  overpayment  but  contends  that 


Senior  Circuit  Judge  of  the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals  for 
the  Sixth  Circuit,  sitting  by  designation. 
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Jenkins  v.  Schweiker   No.  82-6273 


the  Secretary  erred  in  not  waiving  recoupment  as  authorized  by 
42  U.S.C.  §  1383(b) (1)  and  20  C.F.R.  §  416.550  et  seq .   Because 
the  decision  of  the  Secretary  concerning  waiver  of  recoupment 
was  not  supported  by  substantial  evidence,  re  reverse  the  judg- 
ment of  the  district  court. 

Jenkins,  a  diagnosed  schizophrenic,  has  a  long-term  history 
of  commitment  in  state  mental  institutions.   First  institution- 
alized in  1936,  Jenkins  spent  the  next  thirty  years  in  state  mental 
hospitals  with  the  exception  of  a  few  months  in  1939  and  1940.   In 
1966  Jenkins  was  released  to  a  family  care  home  for  institutional 
dischargees  where  she  continues  to  reside. 

Jenkins  first  applied  for  SSI  at  a  social  security  office 
in  January  1974.   An  intake  worker  completed  the  form  after  asking 
Jenkins  various  questions.   The  application  form  indicates  that 
Jenkins  had  $30.00  assets  in  cash  on  hand,  but  no  income  or  bank 
accounts.   In  fact,  Jenkins  had  a  bank  account  containing  slightly 
more  than  $1,400.00  in  January  1974  and  received  income  in  the 
form  of  interest  on  the  account.   In  1976,  1977  and  1978  Jenkins 
signed  recertif ication  forms  which  did  not  disclose  the  existence 
of  her  bank  account.   In  a  recertif ication  form  completed  on 
September  23,  1979,  Jenkins  first  disclosed  the  existence  of  the 
bank  account.   Due  to  the  accumulation  of  interest,  the  account 
exceeded  $1,500.00  in  the  period  from  January  1976  through  Decem- 
ber 1977  by  not  more  than  $247.10.   The  account,  due  to  the 
accumulation  of  interest,  exceeded  $1,500.00  by  $.04  between 
October  and  December  1979. 

Section  1611(a) (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  limits  eligi- 
bility for  SSI  to  single  aged  individuals  whose  resources  do  not 
exceed  $1,500.00.   42  U.S.C.  §  1382(a)(1).   The  Secretary  deter- 
mined that  Jenkins  was  not  eligible  for  SSI  from  January  1976 
through  December  1977  and  from  October  through  December  1979. 
The  Secretary  calculated  Jenkins's  overpayments  as  $5,740.80  for 
the  first  period  and  $889.38  for  the  second  period.   Since  1980 
the  Secretary  has  withheld  $74.10  of  Jenkins's  monthly  SSI  benefits 
to  recoup  the  overpayment. 

In  December  1979,  Jenkins  petitioned  the  Secretary  for  waiver 
of  recoupment  of  the  overpayment.   The  regulations  authorize 
waiver  of  recoupment  only  if  Jenkins  was  without  fault  in  causing 
the  overpayment  and  one  of  several  other  conditions,  such  as 
recoupment  being  against  equity  or  good  conscience,  is  satisfied. 
20  C.F.R.  §  416.550.   Following  a  hearing  before  an  administrative 
law  judge  (ALJ)  at  which  Jenkins  and  her  son  were  the  only  wit- 
nesses, the  ALJ  issued  a  recommended  decision  finding  Jenkins  not 
to  be  "without  fault".   After  the  Appeals  Council  affirmed  this 
decision  and  it  became  the  final  decision  of  the  Secretary,  Jenkins 
sought  judicial  review.   The  district  court  remanded  the  case  to 
the  Secretary  for  further  administrative  action.   Following  a 
supplemental  hearing  at  which  Jenkins's  presence  was  waived,  the 
ALJ  issued  a  decision  again  finding  Jenkins  not  to  be  "without 
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fault"  because  she  "knew  or  should  have  known  the  statements  about 
her  resources  were  incorrect."   The  Appeals  Council  affirmed  the 
ALJ's  decision  and  it  became  the  final  decision  of  the  Secretary. 

Jenkins  again  sought  judicial  review  in  the  district  court. 
On  cross  motions  for  summary  judgment,  the  district  court,  after 
stating  that  "[t]he  absurdity  of  the  result  reached  here  cries 
out  for  Justice",  held  for  the  Secretary  on  the  ground  that  the 
Secretary's  findings  were  supported  by  substantial  evidence.   Jen- 
kins appealed  that  decision  to  this  court. 

It  is  beyond  dispute  that  the  factual  determinations  of  the 
Secretary  must  be  upheld  by  a  reviewing  court  if  they  are  supported 
by  substantial  evidence.   42  U.S.C.  §§  405(g)  &  1383(c)(3);   Lewin 
v.  Schweiker,  654  F.2d  631  (9th  Cir.  1981);  Kirkland  v.  Railroad 
Retirement  Board,  slip"  op".  3437"('2d  Cir.  Apr.  "26,  1983).   Courts 
need  not,  however,  bimaiy  accept  tactual  findings  tor  which  there 
is  not  "that  quantum  of  proof  which  a  reasonable  person  would 
accept."   Kirkland,  slip  op.  at  3446-47;  see  also  Richardson  v.  Perales, 
402  U.S.  389,  401  (1971). 

The  regulations  provide  that  an  individual  is  at  fault  for  an 
overpayment,  when  in  light  of  all  the  circumstances,  the  overpay- 
ment resulted  from  "[a]n  incorrect  statement  made  by  the  individual 
which  he  knew  or  should  have  known  was  incorrect.  .  .  ."20  C.F.R. 
§  416.552.   Among  the  circumstances  listed  in  §  416.552  to  be 
considered  in  determining  whether  Jenkins  was  "without  fault"  are 
her  understanding  of  the  reporting  requirements,  her  knowledge  of 
the  events  that  should  be  reported,  and  her  ability  to  comply  with 
the  reporting  requirements,  which  incorporates  such  factors  as 
her  age,  comprehension,  memory,  and  physical  and  mental  condition. 
Schwingel  v.  Harris,  631  F.2d  192,  198  (2d  Cir.  1980). 

The  only  evidence  cited  by  the  ALJ  to  support  the  finding  that 
Jenkins  knew  or  should  have  known  that  the  statements  about  her 
resources  were  incorrect  is  that  the  initial  application  and  the 
three  recertif ication  forms,  which  were  completed  by  case  workers 
and  signed  by  Jenkins,  fail  to  indicate  that  she  had  a  bank  account 
when  in  fact  she  did.   The  significance  of  this  evidence  is  sub- 
stantially undercut  by  the  other  evidence  adduced  at  the  hearings. 
The  uncontroverted  testimony  of  Jenkins's  son,  who  accompanied 
Jenkins  when  she  initially  applied  for  SSI  benefits,  was  that 
Jenkins  merely  answered  the  questions  asked  of  her,  that  Jenkins 
honestly  answered  to  one  question  that  she  did  not  have  assets  in 
excess  of  $1,500.00,  that  Jenkins  was  not  asked  whether  she  had 
a  bank  account,  that  the  intake  worker  did  not  explain  the  regu- 
lations to  Jenkins,  that  the  intake  worker  completed  the  application 
form,  and  that  Jenkins  did  not  read  through  the  form  before  she 
signed  it. 

The  uncontroverted  medical  evidence  also  indicates  that 
although  Jenkins's  mental  condition  was  stable  after  1977,  Jenkins 
had  a  lengthy  history  of  institutionalization  for  mental  problems, 
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had  been  diagnosed  as  a  schizophrenic,  had  received  the  psycho- 
tropic drug  Mellaril  since  1972,  and  has  continued  to  live  in  a 
sheltered  environment  since  her  discharge  from  an  institution  in 
1966.   In  two  letters  included  in  the  administrative  record.  Dr. 
Norman  Scher,  Jenkins's  psychiatrist,  stated  that  Jenkins  would 
not  attempt  to  defraud  the  government  or  conceal  information  and 
that  any  failure  to  inform  the  government  of  the  existence  of  the 
bank  account  "was  a  result  of  fear  and/or  because  of  her  illness." 
Additionally,  Jenkins's  son  testified  that  Jenkins  had  difficulty 
understanding  and  completing  any  document  or  form  due  to  her  mental 
condition. 

Finally,  Jenkins's  son  testified  that  on  at  least  one  occasion 
Jenkins  expressed  her  belief  that  the  money  in  her  bank  account 
belonged  to  her  son  because  she  had  received  the  money  from  him. 
Indeed,  a  review  of  the  transcript  of  Jenkins's  testimony  at  the 
first  hearing  reveals  Jenkins's  widespread  confusion  and  inability 
to  comprehend  the  regulations. 

Courts  uniformly  have  required  the  Secretary  to  make  full  and 
detailed  findings  of  facts  essential  to  the  Secretary's  decision. 
Lewin,  supra  at  634;  Dobrowolsky  v.  Califano,  606  F.2d  403,  409 
(3d  Cir.  1979);  Bastien  v.  Califano,  572  F.2d  908,  912-13  (2d  Cir. 
1978).   The  Secretary  has  reached  a  decision  in  this  case  contrary 
to  that  indicated  by  the  documentary  evidence  concerning  Jenkins's 
mental  state  and  capacities  and  the  uncontroverted  testimony  of 
the  witnesses  who  testified  at  the  administrative  hearings.   Under 
these  circumstances,  it  was  incumbent  on  the  Secretary  to  make 
findings  on  the  credibility  of  the  witnesses  based  on  some  factual 
record  foundation.   Schwingel,  supra  at  197-98;  Davidson  v.  Harris, 
502  F.  Supp.  1208,  1213  (E.D.  Pa.  1980).   Because  the  decision  of 
the  Secretary  does  not  expressly  discredit  the  testimony  or  docu- 
mentary evidence  that  indicates  that  Jenkins  was  "without  fault" 
in  causing  the  overpayment,  it  cannot  stand.   Lewin,  supra  at  635. 

The  Secretary's  failure  to  make  adequate  findings  at  the 
minimum  necessitates  a  remand  for  a  redetermination  of  fault.   The 
court,  however,  may  exercise  its  discretion  in  appropriate  cir- 
cumstances to  reverse  the  decision  of  the  district  court.   Id. 
at  635-36;   Gold  v.  Secretary  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare, 
463  F.2d  38,  44  (2d  Cir.  1972).   This  case  presents  appropriate 
circumstances  for  reversal.   The  district  court  has  previously 
remanded  this  case  to  the  Secretary  for  reconsideration.   Two 
hearings  before  an  ALJ  have  been  held.   The  record  has  been  fully 
developed  and  amply  demonstrates  that  Jenkins  was  "without  fault". 
Consequently,  there  is  no  reason  for  remand  to  the  Secretary  be- 
cause in  light  of  the  Secretary's  concession  at  oral  argument  that 
Jenkins's  case  has  substantial  equitable  appeal,  there  is  no  dis- 
pute that  recoupment  is  against  equity  or  good  conscience.   Yulling 
V.  Califano,  474  F.  Supp.  601,  610  (S.D.N.Y.  1979). 
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Because  of  the  foregoing,  we  need  not  reach  the  other  issues 
raised  by  Jenkins  on  appeal.   The  judgment  of  the  district  court 
affirming  the  decision  of  the  Secretary  is  REVERSED  for  lack  of 
substantial  evidence.   The  case  is  REMANDED  to  the  district  court 
with  directions  to  enter  judgment  for  Jenkins. 


L 


Awc. 


JAMES  L.  OAKES,  U.S.CJ. 


LAWRENCE  W.  PIER' 


,tE,  U.S.C. 


JOHN  W.  PECK,  U. S.C.J, 


N.B.   Since  this  statement  does  not 
constitute  a  formal  opinion  of  thLs 
court  and  is  not  uniformly  available 
to  all  parties,  it  shall  not  be 
reported,  cited  or  otherwise  used  in 
unrelated  cases  before  this  or  any 
other  court. 
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UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT 
SOUTHERN  DISTRICT  OF  NEW  YORK 


^'OPY 


LEAH  CODER, 


Plaintiff, 


-against- 


MEMORANDUM  AND  ORDER 


82  Civ.  3626  (JMC) 


MARGARET  M.  HECICLER,  Secretary 
of  Health  and  Human  Services, 

Defendant. 


CANNELLA,  D.J.: 

Plaintiff's  motion  for  summary  judgment  is  denied. 
Fed.  R.  Civ.  P.  56. 

Defendant's  motion  for  a  judgment  on  the  pleadings 
is  granted.   Fed.  R.  Civ.  P.  12(c). 


FACTS 
Plaintiff  commenced  this  action  for  review  of  a 
final  decision  of  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
['Secretary"]  declining  to  waive  recovery  of  overpayment  of 
Supplemental  Security  Income  ["SSI"]  benefits  under  Title  XVI 
of  the  Social  Security  Act  [the  "Act"],  42  U.S.C.  §§  1381- 
1383c.  Jurisdiction  of  this  Court  is  based  on  42  U.S.C.  S 
1383(c),  which  incorporates  §  205(g)  of  the  Act,  42  U.S.C.  S 
405(g). 

Plaintiff  was  first  awarded  SSI  benefits  commencing 
in  1974.-  On  August  24,  1981,  the  Social  Security  Admini- 
stration ["SSA"]  determined  that  she  had  received  overpayments 
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of  $1,525.59  for  October  1980  through  June  1981  because  plain- 
tiff permitted  her  "resources"  to  exceed  $1,500  for  these 

2 
months.-  The  SSA  also  determined  that  plaintiff  was  not 

entitled  to  a  waiver  of  the  overpayment  because  she  was  not 

"without  fault".-  The  matter  was  reconsidered  by  the  SSA  and 

4 
was  affirmed  on  October  6,  1981.- 

The  hdt  limits  eligibility  for  SSI  benefits  to 
recipients  whose  "resources"  do  not  exceed  $1,500.  42  U.S.C. 
§  1382(a)(1)(B).-  Plaintiff  maintained  a  bank  account  which 
exceeded  her  statutory  limit  by  sums  ranging  from /^ll. 42  to 
$71.52  from  October  1980  through  June  1981.  Plaintiff  testi- 
fied that  she  heard  on  the  radio  that  the  $1,500  limit  was 
increased  to  $1,700.-  Based  upon  this  belief,  plaintiff 
allowed  interest  to  accumulate  on  her  bank  account,  causing 
the  balance  to  exceed  $1,500. 

A  hearing  was  held  on  January  18,  1982  before  an 
Administrative  Law  Judge  ["ALJ"],  who  determined  that  plain- 
tiff was  not  entitled  to  SSI  benefits  totaling  $1,525.59  for 
October  1980  through  June  1981.  He  denied  a  waiver  of  recover 
of  the  overpayment  because  plaintiff  did  not  verify  her  belief 
that  the  SSI  resource  limitations  had  changed  with  her  dis- 
trict SSA  office.-   The  ALJ's  decision  was  affirmed  by  the 

o 

Appeals  Council  on  March  31,  1982.— 

Plaintiff  filed  the  instant  action  on  June  2,  1982. 
At  the  request  of  the  Secretary,  the  action  was  remanded.  See 
Order,  82  Civ.  3626  (JMC)  (S.D.N.Y.  Sept.  21,  1982).  The 
Appeals  Council  issued  a  second  decision  on  October  12,  1982 
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which  determined  that  plaintiff  received  SSI  benefit  interest 
causing  plaintiff's  bank  account  to  exceed  the  limit  was  not 
credited  to  her  account  until  March  31,  19^.-  Plaintiff 
filed  an  amended  complaint  on  January  28,  1983  challenging 
the  Appeals  Council's  decision.  On  October  24,  1983,  the 
Appeals  Council  amended  its  October  12,  1982  decision  and 
found  that  plaintiff  was  "not  without  fault"  pursuant  to  20 
C.F.R.  S  416.552  because  of  her  failure  to  verify  the  pur- 
ported $1,700  SSI  resource  limitation.— 

DISCUSSION 
Pursuant  to  section  1631(b)  of  the  Act,  42  U.S.C.  S 
1383(b),  the  Secretary  may  require  SSI  recipients  to  refund 
overpayments.  When  the  Government  overpays  a  recipient, 
"recoveiry  shall  ...  be  made  by  appropriate  adjustments  in 
future  payments  to  such  individual.  ..."  42  U.S.C.  S 
1383(b)(1).  The  amount  of  an  SSI  overpayment  is  "the  differ- 
ence between  the  amount  paid  to  a  recipient  for  a  period  and 
the  amount  of  payments  for  which  such  recipient  actually  was 
eligible  for  such  period."  20  C.F.R.  S  416.538;  see  42  U.S.C. 
SS  1383(b)(1),  (e)(1)(a).  42  U.S.C.  S  1382(a)(1)  provides 
that  no  payments  may  be  made  to  an  individual  whose  resources 
exceed  $1,500.  In  effect,  plaintiff  has  been  given  an  over- 
payment of  $1,525.59  for  a  three-month  period. 

Recovery  of  overpayments  may  be  waived  if  the 
Secretary  determines  (1)  the  recipient  is  without  fault  in 
connecction  with  the  overpayment  and  (2)   repayment  would 
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either  defeat  the  purposes  of  the  Act,  impede  efficient  admin- 
istration of  the  Act,  or  be  against  equity  or  gfiod  conscience. 
See  42  U.S.C.  S  1383(b).  A  recipient  is  at  fault  when  an  over- 
payment results  from  one  of  the  following: 

(a)  Failure  to  furnish  information  which  the 
individual  knew  or  should  have  known  was  material; 

(b)  An  incorrect  statement  made  by  the  individ- 
ual which  he  knew  or  should  have  known  was  incorrect 
(this  includes  the  individual's  furnishing  his 
opinion  or  conclusion  when  he  asked  for  facts) ,  or 

(c)  The  individual  did  not  return  a  payment 
which  he  knew  or  could  have  expected  to  know  was 
incorrect. 

20  C.F.R.  S  416.552;  see  Schwingel  v.  Harris,  631  F.2d  192, 
196  (2d  Cir.  1982);  Perera  v.  Schweiker,  560  F.  Supp.  385,  390 
(N.D.  Cal.  1983). 

The  Secretary  found  that  plaintiff  acted  "not  with- 
out fault"  because  she  was  aware  of  the  SSI  resource  regula- 
tion and  failed  to  verify  the  purported  change.  Findings  of 
the  Secretary  must  be  upheld  if  supported  by  substantial 
evidence.  Richardson  v.  Perales,  402  U.S.  389,  401  (1971); 
Parker  v.  Harris,  626  F.2d  225,  231  (2d  Cir.  1980). 

After  a  review  of  the  record  in  this  case,  the  Court 
is  constrained  to  conclude  that  the  Secretary's  final  decision 
is  supported  by  "substantial  evidence".  The  Court  finds  ample 
evidence  upon  which  the  Secretary  might  reasonably  infer  that 
plaintiff  understood  that  allowing  interest  to  accumulate 
above  $1,500  constituted  a  violation  of  SSI  resource  limita- 
tions.  Plaintiff  testified  that  she  knew  of  the  resource 


148 


limitation  of  $1,500.—  Plaintiff  comprehended  the  eligi- 
bility requirements  but  made  no  attempt  to  verify  the  radio 
announcement.  The  ALJ  and  this  Court  find  no  reason  not  to 
credit  plaintiff's  memory  or  motives.  "Fault"  as  used  in  the 
Act,  however,  does  not  require  a  showing  of  bad  faith.  See 
Morgan  v.  Finch,  423  F.2d  551,  553  (6th  Cir.  1980);  Miller  v. 
Richardson,  333  F.  Supp.  218,  221  n.3  (S.D.N.Y.  1971).  An 
honest  mistake  is  sufficient  to  constitute  fault.  See  Center 
v.  Schweiker,  704  F.2d  678,  680  (2d  Cir.  1983);  Goldfin  v. 
Weinberger,  381  F.  Supp.  171,  175  (E.D.  Pa.  1974). 

"Fault"  depends  on  an  evaluation  of  all  pertinent 
circumstances  including  the  recipient's  intelligence, 
physical  and  mental  health.  The  SSA  must  also  consider  the 
individual's  understanding  of  the  reporting  requirements, 
knowledge  of  the  occurrence  of  events  affect  ing  eligibility 
and  efforts  and  opportunity  to  comply  with  the  reporting 
requirements.  See  Califano  v.  Yamasaki,  442  U.S.  682,  696-97 
(1979);  20  C.F.R.  S  416.552.—  Given  these  circumstances,  the 
Court  concludes  that  the  Secretary's  finding  that  plaintiff 
was  "not  without  fault"  was  supported  by  substantial 
evidence.—  The  result  reached,  recovering  a  $1,525.59  over- 
payment for  $71.54  of  excess  resources,  is  inequitable  and 
unduly  harsh.  Nevertheless,  the  Court  has  a  duty  to  uphold 
findings  supported  by  substantial  evidence  and  accordingly, 
the  Secretary's  final  decision  must  be  affirmed. 

Plaintiff  further  contends  that  the  regulations 
governing  SSI  overpayment  calculations  are  at  variance  with 
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the  Act  and  should  be  declared  void.   The  Secretary  was  given 
the  power  to  make  "appropriate  adjustments  in  future  payments" 

V 

to   individuals  who  received  overpayments.    42  U.S.C.   S 

,20 
1383(b)(1).   Plaintiff  objects  to/C.F.R.§ 416 . 5 38 .   See  text 

infra  at  3.   Contrary  to  plaintiff's  contention.  Congress  gave 
the  Secretary  statutory  direction  by  enacting  the  resource 
limit   as   a   complete   bar   to   SSI   eligibility.     See   S 
1382(a)(1)(B)..  The  Court  need  not  decide  whether  20  C.F.R.  S 
416.538  was  promulgated  pursuant  to  legislative  or  inter- 
pretive rulemaking.    Assuming  arguendo  that  the  regulations 
are  interpretive  and  fall  under  strict  judicial  scrutiny,  the 
Court  would  sustain  them  as  reasonably  related  to  the  purposes 
of  the  enabling  legislation.   See  Fulman  v.  United  States,  434 
U.S.   528,   533   (1978);  Mourning   v.    Family  Publications 
Service,  411  U.S.  356,  371  (1973).   Deference  is  especially 
appropriate  in  the  area  of  social  security  legislation  where 
the  Supreme  Court  notes  that  "[gjeneral  rules  are  essential  if 
a  fund  of  this  magnitude  is  to  be  administered  with  a  modicum 
of  efficiency,  even  though  such  rules  inevitably  produce  seem- 
ingly  arbitrary  consequences   in   some   individual   cases." 
Califano  v.  Jobst,  434  U.S.  47,  53  (1977);  see  Weinberger  v. 
Salfi,  422  U.S.   749,  776  (1975).   The  regulations  calculating 
SSI  overpayments  and  waivers  of  recovery  incorporate  the  equi- 
table standards  of  42  U.S.C.  S  1383(b).   Furthermore,  the 
fault  factors  are  rationally  related  to  the  statutory  purposes 
of  the  Act  by  providing  reliable  standards  to  determine 
waivers  of  overpayment.  Accordingly,  the  Court  concludes  that 
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the  regulations  are  proper  exercises  of  the  Secretary's  statu- 
tory authority.  See  Batterton  v.  Francis,  432  U.S.  416,  432 
(1977)  . 

CONCLUS ION 
Plaintiffs  motion  for  summary  judgment  is  denied. 

Fed.  R.  Civ.  P.  56. 

Defendant's  motion  for  a  judgment  on  the  pleadings 

is  granted.    Fed.  R.  Civ.  P.  12(c). 

The  Clerk  of  the  Court  is  directed  to  prepare  and 
enter  Judgment  dismissing  the  complaint. 


SO  ORDERED. 


^JOHN  M.  CANNELLA 
United  States  District  Judge 


Dated:   New  York,  N.Y. 
March  23,  1984, 


151 


Coder   v.   Heckler,    HHS 
82   Civ.    3626    (JMC) 


FOOTNOTES 


-         See  Answer  to  Plaintiff's  Amended  Complaint,  Exh.  A 
at  34  (filed  Apr.  8,  1983)  [hereinafter  "Answer"]. 


See  id.  at  30 


-  See  id.  at  34.  The  Social  Security  Administration 
is  currently  withholding  $50.00  a  month  from  plaintiff  for  re- 
coupment of  the  overpayment. 


See  id.  at  37. 


-  Resources  include  cash  and  other  assets  not  excluded 
by  statute  or  regulations.  42  U.S.C.  §§  1381a,  1382b{a);  20 
C.F.R.  §  416.1201.  In  the  instant  action,  the  sole  "resource" 
at  issue  is  plaintiff's  bank  account  no.  000485  at  the  Peoples 
Natio  nal  Bank  of  Rockland  County.  See  20  C.F.R.  S 
416.1201(b).  An  individual  is  ineligible  for  all  SSI  benefits 
during  any  month  in  which  her  resources  exceed  the  $1,500 
limitation.   See  42  U.S.C.  §§  1382(a)(1)(B),  1382b(b), 


-  See  Answer,  Exh.Aat  22,  40.  Plaintiff  apparently 
heard  that  Medicare  limits  had  been  raised  to  $1,700  and 
assumed  that  the  Supplemental  Security  Income  resource  limit 
had  been  similarly  increased. 


—  See  id.  at  14.  The  Administrative  Law  Judge  ac- 
knowledged that  the  recovery  of  a  $1,525.59  overpayment 
because  of  excess  resources  ranging  from  $11.42  to  $71.54  was 
"a  harsh  result".   Id. 


See  id.  at  7. 


See  id.  at  4-5.   Interest  credited  to  plaintiff's 
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account  in  September  and  December  1980,  bringing  the  balance 
above  $1,500,  was  not  actually  recorded  until^  March  31,  1981. 


—  Memorandum  in  Support  of  Plaintiff's  Motion  for 
Summary  Judgment,  Exh.  A  (filed  Nov.  23,  1983)  (hereinafter 
"Plaintiff's  Memorandum  for  Summary  Judgment"]. 


11 


12 


See  Transcript  at  22  [hereinafter  "Tr."]. 


Plaintiff,  born  in  Lithuania, is  seventy-nine  years 
old.  See  Plaintiff's  Memorandum  for  Summary  Judgment  at  3. 
Plaintiff  was  able  to  testify  without  a  translator  during  her 
administrative  hearing.   See  Tr.  19-22. 


13 

^=^        Courts  have  found  findings  of  fault  unsupported  by 

substantial  evidence  in  situations  where  the  SSA  was  given 

factual  information  by  plaintiffs  which  would  bar  receipt  of 

social  security  benefits  but  failed  to  inform  the  recipients. 

Plaintiffs  were  held  without  fault  because  they  had  relied  on 

advice  given  by  SSA  employees.    See  e.g. ,  Henson  v.  Harris, 

503  F.  Supp.  1,  2  (S.D.N.Y.  1980)  (SSA  official  failed  to  note 

veteran's  benefits  described  in  oral  interview);  Kendrick  v. 

Califano,  460  F.  Supp.  561,  570-71  (E.D.  Va.  1978)  (plaintiff 

given  incorrect  eligibility  advice  over  telephone  and  at  SSA 

office);  see  also  Dorman  v.  Harris,  633  F.2d  1035,  1039-40  (2d 

Cir.  1980 ) (incorrect  SSA  advice). 
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ITEM  5  STATEMENT  OF  ROBERT  FULTON,  OKLAHOMA  CITY,  OK,  CHAIR 
NATIONAL  COUNCIL  OF  STATE  PUBLIC  WELFARE  ADMINISTRATORS, 
AMERICAN  PUBLIC  WELFARE  ASSOCIATION,  AND  DIRECTOR,  DEPART- 
MENT OF  HUMAN  SERVICES,  STATE  OF  OKLAHOMA 

In  the  ten  years  since  its  enactment,  the  SSI  program  has  become  an  integral  part 
of  the  Nation's  income  security  system.  SSI  benefits  make  it  possible  for  millions  of 
needy  elderly,  blind,  and  disabled  people  to  avoid  destitution  and  to  retain  their  in- 
dependence. Associated  in  their  minds  with  Social  Security,  SSI  lacks  the  stigma  of 
public  assistance,  that  kept  many  of  the  needy  from  applying  for  aid  under  the  old 
State-run  programs  providing  economic  aid.  In  addition  to  improving  income  protec- 
tion, SSI  has  also  provided  administrative  benefits.  Its  national  standards  have  sini- 
plified  program  management,  making  it  possible  for  the  Federal  Government  to  di- 
rectly provide  benefits.  /-  n     i-     j 

Nonetheless,  despite  these  achievements,  the  SSI  program  has  not  tuUy  lived  up 
to  the  expectations  of  its  framers.  Although  the  program  was  originally  intended  to 
federalize  income  assistance  for  the  elderly,  blind,  and  disabled,  subsequent  amend- 
ments have  locked  states  into  substantial  expenditures  for  supplemental  benefits. 
Today,  given  the  severe  fiscal  limits  affecting  the  States,  the  existing  supplementa- 
tion requirements  mean  there  is  less  money  available  to  assist  other  needy  groups. 
The  adequacy  and  fairness  of  the  Federal  policies  for  determining  eligibility  and 
benefit  amounts  also  have  come  into  question  and  merit  close  scrutiny.  Improve- 
ments in  the  treatment  of  income  and  resources  and  the  coverage  of  the  program  as 
it  enters  its  second  decade  ought  to  be  high  on  Congress'  list  of  priorities.  Our  spe- 
cific concerns  and  recommendations  are  spelled  out  below. 

State  Supplemental  and  Pass  Through  Requirements 

While  the  basic  intent  of  the  establishment  of  SSI  was  to  guarantee  a  minimuni 
income  to  the  needy  aged,  blind  and  disabled.  Congress  recognized  that  a  method  of 
accommodating  variations  among  State  support  levels  was  needed.  Congress  did  this 
through  provisions  mandating  state  supplements  for  pre-SSI  recipients  and  giving 
States  the  option  of  supplementing  others.  Subsequently,  a  law  was  passed  requiring 
States  to  pass-through  Federal  cost-of-living  increases  to  recipients  by  not  reducing 
supplementation  levels.  This  requirement,  which  is  still  in  effect,  was  intended  to 
protect  the  income  of  recipients  from  erosion. 

For  States,  the  result  of  the  pass-through  has  been  to  impair  their  ability  to  con- 
trol the  expenditure  of  State  funds.  Under  current  law,  States  may  satisfy  the  pass- 
through  by  either  meeting  a  yearly  gross  expenditure  test  (i.e.,  expenditures  must 
be  at  or  above  the  previous  12  months)  or  maintaining  the  State  supplement  pay- 
ment (SSP)  at  or  above  those  levels  in  effect  in  March  1983.  Previous  law  allowed 
states  to  use  the  gross  expenditure  test  or  keep  SSP  levels  consistent  with  those 
which  prevailed  in  December  1976.  The  current  approach,  which  became  effective 
with  passage  of  the  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1983,  has  worked  to  the  disad- 
vantage of  States  that  have  been  providing  relatively  generous  supplements  since 
the  beginning  of  the  program.  Why?  Because  declining  SSP  caseloads  make  it  in- 
creasingly difficult  for  States  to  meet  the  gross  expenditures  test,  and  thus,  they  are 
forced  to  use  the  1983  payment  level  test— a  test  which  is  based  on  significantly 
greater  baseline  benefits  (i.e.,  those  in  effect  in  March  1983)  than  had  been  the  case 
just  a  year  ago.  This  denies  States  the  flexibility  to  alter  SSP  structures  to  redress 
inequities  among  recipient  categories  or  institute  cost  control  measures  in  the  face 
of  State  fiscal  problems.  In  addition,  it  discourages  States  from  raising  supplement 
levels  in  the  future  for  fear  that  Congress  will  subsequently  increase  the  payment 
level  test. 

Compounding  the  problem  posed  by  an  inflexible  standard  for  SSP  calculation  is 
the  limitation  on  what  may  be  counted  as  supplemental  benefits.  Payments  on 
behalf  of  care  providers,  for  example,  constitute  a  legitimate  State  contribution  to 
the  income  maintenance  of  the  needy  elderly,  blind,  and  disabled  but  are  excluded 
in  figuring  the  SSP  amount.  What  we  have  is  a  situation  of  good  intentions  hamper- 
ing the  effective  provision  of  needed  benefits.  States  will  continue  to  extend  aid  to 
the  needy  elderly,  blind,  and  disabled.  That  is  not  at  issue  here.  At  issue  is  the  fact 
that,  despite  a  significant  investment,  the  States  are  being  denied  an  opportunity  to 
distribute  scarce  resources  for  maximum  benefit.  No  other  income  maintenance  pro- 
gram exacts  this  cost  from  the  States. 

A  final  difficulty  associated  with  SSP  is  HHS'  proposal  to  eliminate  Federal  tiscal 
liability  (FFL)  for  the  errors  it  makes  administering  State  supplements.  The  idea 
behind  Federal  administration  of  SSP  was  to  promote  administrative  simplifica- 
tion—a  "one  stop"  service  for  recipients.  While  States  may  negotiate  contracts  with 
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the  Social  Security  Administration  (SSA)  for  Federal  administration  of  the  supple- 
ment payment,  we  must  abide  by  the  eligibility  structure  of  SSI.  The  States  only 
recourse  in  holding  HHS  accountable  for  misexpenditures  or  erroneous  payments 
has  been  through  FFL.  The  average  HHS  error  rate  for  SSP  in  the  eight  States 
which  received  liability  payments  in  fiscal  year  1981  was  6.2  percent. 

The  proposal  to  eliminate  Federal  liability  is  made  without  any  proof  that  HHS' 
errors  in  spending  State  funds  have  leveled  off.  The  consequence  would  be  to  shift 
costs  to  the  States  for  Federal  errors  and  to  eliminate  the  one  means  of  control 
States  now  have  over  their  contributions  to  SSI.  Both  this  and  the  current  pass- 
through  requirements  seem  to  us  to  be  highly  inconsistent  with  the  intent  of  Con- 
gress, when  it  adopted  SSI  in  1972,  to  make  income  maintenance  for  the  needy  eld- 
erly, blind,  and  disabled  a  Federal  responsibility. 

Income  and  Resources 

SSI  provides  its  recipients  with  minimum  economic  assistance.  It  stands  to  reason 
that  additional  support  obtained  by  recipients,  financial  or  otherwise,  should  not  be 
discouraged  as  long  as  the  recipient  continues  to  meet  basic  income  eligibility  re- 
quirements. We  believe  counting  the  value  of  in-kind  income,  as  is  now  done,  acts  as 
a  disincentive  to  family,  friends  and  charitable  organizations  who  would  otherwise 
contribute  to  the  care  of  those  on  SSI.  For  all  practical  purposes,  the  receipt  of  such 
informal  support  becomes  a  liability  to  the  recipient,  who  is  penalized  for  the  good 
intentions  of  others. 

This  most  commonly  occurs  when  an  elderly  SSI  recipient  lives  with  others,  usu- 
ally his  or  her  children,  and  the  "one-third  reduction  in  payment"  rule  is  applied. 
While  the  intent  of  the  one-third  reduction  rule  is  sound  in  theory— to  recognize  the 
fact  that  living  with  others  is  financially  less  demanding  than  independent  living— 
in  practice  the  rule  serves  to  increase  need.  Knowing  their  benefits  will  be  slashed 
by  a  third,  recipients  are  reluctant  to  live  with  others,  even  though  shared  living 
may  be  what  they  need  to  remain  in  the  coummity.  It  seems  counterproductive  to 
promote  a  lifestyle  that  may  ultimately  increase  costs  for  the  individual  and  govern- 
ment. In  addition,  the  requirement  has  resulted  in  regulations  of  great  complexity, 
which  are  prone  to  error. 

As  for  in-kind  support  and  maintenance  provided  by  charitable  organizations,  the 
current  temporary  exclusion  of  such  aid  represents  a  sound  approach  in  our  judge- 
ment. However,  consideration  should  be  given  to  generally  disregarding  infrequent 
in-kind  contributions  for  maintenance  needs.  Some  States  also  favor  disregarding  up 
to  the  first  $100  in  cash  a  recipient  receives  from  private  sources. 

Finally,  the  current  limits  on  assets  that  a  person  may  posses  and  be  eligible  for 
SSI  have  not  changed  since  Congress  passed  the  original  legislation  establishing  the 
program.  There  has  been  no  effort  to  account  for  the  substantial  inflation  that  has 
occurred  in  this  10-year  period.  Consequently,  many  needy  people  today  fail  to  rneet 
the  SSI  resource  test  and  are  thus  prevented  from  participating.  In  our  view,  this  is 
contrary  to  the  intent  of  the  law.  SSI  is  meant  to  serve  the  neediest  citizens,  who, 
by  virtue  of  age  and  physical  or  mental  handicap,  cannot  provide  for  thernselves. 
State  administrators  believe  Congress  should  review  the  existing  assets  limits— 
$1,500  for  an  individual  and  $2,250  for  a  couple--and  seriously  consider  making  ad- 
justments to  account  for  the  effects  of  inflation. 

Benefits 

The  $25  personal  needs  allowance  for  SSI  recipients  in  nursing  facilities  like  the 
assets  limits,  has  not  been  increased  since  1974.  Yet,  out-of-pocket  expenses  for  these 
individuals  have  increased.  An  increase  in  the  personal  needs  allowance  would  seem 
to  be  in  order. 

Extending  SSI  to  the  Territories 

Under  current  law,  Puerto  Rico,  Guam,  America  Samoa  and  the  Virgin  Islands 
are  excluded  from  participation  in  the  Federal  SSI  program.  State  administrators 
believe  the  exclusion  of  American  citizens  residing  in  these  areas  represents  inequi- 
table treatment.  SSI  is  meant  to  provide  income  assistance  to  needy  citizens  to  meet 
eligibility  requirements.  Should  eligibile  residents  of  the  territories  migrate  to  the 
mainland,  they  would  be  granted  benefits.  There  is  no  reason  that  eligibility  should 
be  denied  them  simply  because  of  residency.  The  very  inadequacies  that  prompted 
Congress  to  enact  the  program  to  begin  with  apply  as  much  to  the  territories  today 
as  they  did  10  years  ago  to  the  States.  Poor  elderly,  disabled,  or  blind  citizens  of  the 
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territories  should  be  covered  by  the  same  program  that  serves  these  same  groups  in 
the  States. 

In  closing,  we  would  add  that  the  issues  outlined  in  this  statement  do  not  exhaust 
the  areas  that  warrant  congressional  attention.  From  the  State  administrators'  per- 
spective, these  are  some  of  the  more  pressing  concerns  affecting  the  SSI  program 
and  the  adequacy  of  benefits.  The  States  are  reviewing  legislation,  introduced  in  the 
House  and  Senate,  that  would  make  several  significant  changes  in  SSI.  We  are 
pleased  to  note  that  many  of  the  provisions  in  these  bills — S.  2569  and  H.R.  5341 — 
address  issues  State  administrators  believe  warrant  immediate  attention. 

The  Senate  Aging  Committee  is  to  be  commended  for  making  SSI  a  priority  and 
for  examing  ways  to  improve  income  assistance  for  the  needy  aged,  blind,  and  dis- 
abled in  our  Nation.  Please  be  assured  of  the  State  human  sei  vices  administrators 
continued  assistance  and  support  for  your  effort. 


ITEM  6.  STATEMENT  OF  THE  AMERICAN  ASSOCIATION  OF  RETIRED 

PERSONS 

Introduction 

The  American  Association  of  Retired  Persons  (AARP)  appreciates  the  opportunity 
to  present  its  views  on  needed  improvements  in  the  supplemental  security  income 
(SSI)  program. 

The  SSI  program  was  created  to  provide  policymakers  with  a  more  effective  in- 
strument for  reducing  the  extremely  high  incidence  of  poverty  prevailing  among  the 
elderly  and  disabled.  Its  establishment  in  1974,  coupled  with  improvements  in  the 
Social  Security  program  helped  to  improve  the  elderly's  real  income  situation  and 
reduce  their  poverty  rates  (see  chart  1). 

However,  adverse  economic  conditions  over  the  past  decade  have  begun  to  threat- 
en the  progress  made  in  the  elderly's  income  position.  Inflation  has  driven  up  the 
cost  of  government  support  programs  (i.e..  Social  Security,  Medicare  Medicaid,  SSI, 
energy  assistance,  housing)  while  other  adverse  economic  trends  (i.e.,  high  unem- 
ployment, low  economic  growth)  have  restricted  the  revenue  needed  to  meet  those 
costs.  As  a  result,  of  growing  budget  deficits  and  the  deteriorating  financial  condi- 
tion of  programs,  especially  Social  Security  and  Medicare,  large  scale  cutbacks  in 
them  have  been  enacted  (see  chart  2).  A  resurgence  of  these  adverse  economic 
trends  coupled  with  the  large  projected  Federal  Government  budget  deficits  threat- 
en to  renew  pressures  for  further  substantial  cutbacks. 
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PERCENT; 

24.5 


1970 


POVERTY  RATE 
(Age  65+) 


1975 


14.6 


1983 


-  PREAUTOMATIC  - 

SOCIAL  SECURITY 

INCREASES 


AUTOMATIC 
COLA 


Source:   U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census 


REDUCTIONS  IN  FEDERAL  SPENDING  FOR  THE  AGED: 
INCOME  SECURITY  AND  HEALTH  PROGRAMS 

(FISCAL  YE^RS  1982  - 1985) 


Benefit 
Reductions 

(In  Billions)  , 

1982      1983      1984       1985 


Cumulative 
Reductions 

(in  Billions) 

1982-1985 


Social  Security  (Function  650) 

0.3 

1.2 

3.5 

3.7 

8.7 

Ottier  Income  Security  (Function  600) 

0.5 

0.5 

0.6 

1.2 

2.7 

VA  Compensation  and  Pensions  (Function  700) 

• 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

Medicare  (Function  570) 

0.6 

2.7 

3.9 

5.1 

12.3 

Otfner  Heaitti  Programs  (Function  550) 

0.3 

0.4 

0.6 

0.3 

1.6 

Totals:' 

1.7 

4.9 

8.7 

10.4 

25.5 

Benefit  Reductions  and  Recovery  Resulting  from  1983  Social  Security 
Amendments:  $66.2  Billion 


Less  than  S50  million . 

Columns  do  not  total  due  to  rounding  . 


Sources  Chombef  Associates  incorporated.  Office  of  the  Actuory.  SSA 
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Cutbacks  in  these  income  support  programs,  especially  Social  Security  and  Medi- 
care, have  a  disproportionate  harsh  impact  on  the  elderly  poor.  These  cutbacks  have 
thus  increased  both  the  burden  on  and  responsibility  of  the  SSI  program.  For  exam- 
ple, since  (according  to  the  Census  Bureau  data)  the  oldest  and  lowest-income  elder- 
ly depend  on  Social  Security  for  85  to  95  percent  of  their  total  income,  any  substan- 
tial across-the-board  cut  in  Social  Security,  like  a  COLA  cut,  will  harm  this  group 
the  most.  (Older  women  age  75-plus  comprise  most  of  the  group  that  is  the  most 
heavily  dependent  on  Social  Security.) 

This  heavy  dependence  on  Social  Security  among  the  low-income  elderly  popula- 
tion and  the  fact  that  over  10  percent  of  the  elderly  population  hovers  just  above 
the  poverty  line  means  that  cuts  in  COLA's  have  the  potential  to  increase  dramati- 
cally aged  poverty  rates.  (According  to  a  1983  study  done  by  Data  Resources,  Inc. 
(DRI),  the  permanent  6-month  COLA  delay  (enacted  by  Congress  as  a  component  of 
the  1983  Social  Security  Amendments)  will  push  and  additional  288,000  older  per- 
sons below  the  poverty  threshold  by  1984).  A  similar  study  done  by  DRI  also  indicat- 
ed that  substantial  COLA  cuts  (such  as  the  proposal  that  would  limit  COLA's  to  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  minus  3  percentage  points)  during  the  next  decade  could 
push  an  additional  1.2  million  elderly  into  poverty  within  3  to  5  years.  Older  women 
(age  72-plus)  would  unfortunately  represent  the  majority  of  the  newly  impoverished 
class. 

Similarly,  in  the  Medicare  program,  the  recent  trend  toward  increasing  cost-shar- 
ing for  beneficiaries  has  had  a  particularly  harsh  impact  on  the  elderly  poor.  As 
noted  in  this  committee's  information  paper,  Medicare  and  the  Health  Costs  of 
Older  Americans:  The  Extent  and  Effects  of  Cost  Sharing,  "cost  sharing  imposes  a 
disproportionate  burden  on  those  least  able  to  afford  it — the  oldest,  the  poorest,  and 
the  sickest."  (p.  viii). 

Income  and  poverty  statistics  provide  a  good  indication  of  just  how  vulnerable  the 
elderly  are  to  further  reductions  in  government  programs.  In  1982,  the  aged  poverty 
rate  stood  at  14.6  percent,  representing  nearly  3.8  million  persons,  and  the  near-pov- 
erty rate  (defined  as  the  percentage  of  persons  with  income  within  125  of  the  pover- 
ty threshold)  was  23.7  percent.  Because  so  many  of  the  elderly  (10  percent  or  IV^. 
million  persons)  are  concentrated  just  above  the  poverty  threshold,  a  drop  in  income 
of  only  $24  to  $30  a  week  would  cause  the  elderly  poverty  rate  to  escalate  to  nearly 
25  percent. 

Other  statistics  demonstrate  how  economically  vulnerable  the  elderly  are  relative 
to  the  rest  of  the  population.  In  1982,  the  median  income  of  elderly-headed  house- 
holds was  only  $11,041 — less  than  half  the  median  income  level  of  nonelderly  house- 
holds. In  addition,  while  46  percent  of  elderly-headed  households  had  incomes  below 
$10,000,  only  18  percent  of  nonelderly  headed  households  were  in  this  income  cate- 
gory. Even  adding  to  the  elderly's  income  the  value  of  in-kind  benefits  they  receive 
cannot  change  the  fact  that  the  elderly,  as  a  group,  subsist  on  relatively  low,  and  in 
many  cases,  extremely  inadequate  incomes. 

In  short,  further  reductions  in  benefits  on  which  the  elderly  rely  can  only  lead  to 
a  deterioration  in  their  income  and  health  security. 

The  SSI  program  provides  a  minimum  income  guarantee  to  needy,  blind,  and  dis- 
abled persons.  In  July  1983,  the  monthly  Federal  benefit  for  individuals  and  couples 
was  $304  and  $456  respectively.  SSI  payments  guaranteed  approximately  73  percent 
of  poverty  for  singles  and  86  percent  for  couples. 

In  November  1983,  SSI  enrollment  totaled  3.9  million  persons,  of  whom  1.5  mil- 
lion were  aged  (38  percent),  2.3  million  were  disabled  (59  percent),  and  79,000  were 
blind  (2  percent).  Approximately  462,000  disabled  and  23,000  blind  were  age  65  and 
over.  Some  70  percent  of  aged  SSI  recipients  also  receive  Social  Security  benefits. 

Social  Security  benefits  have  increased  substantially,  but  SSI  benefits  are  still 
needed  by  many  elderly  and  disabled  persons  who  either  lack  Social  Security  cover- 
age or  receive  very  low  Social  Security  benefits. 

However,  even  receipt  of  both  Social  Security  and  SSI  benefits  still  fails  to  guar- 
antee a  minimum  income  above  the  poverty  threshold  for  many.  Since  any  amount 
of  Social  Security  benefits  above  the  $20  unearned  income  allowance  is  deducted 
dollar  for  dollar  from  SSI  payments,  dual  recipients  still  have  income  below  the  offi- 
cial poverty  level. 

Despite  increases  in  social  security  benefits  and  a  recent  7  percent  ad  hoc  increase 
in  SSI  payment  levels,  SSI  payment  levels  are  still  inadequate.  To  address  this  situ- 
ation, the  association  recommends  the  following  improvements  in  SSI. 
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Payment  Levels 

The  main  objective  of  the  SSI  program  is  to  provide  basic  support  to  needy  indi- 
viduals applying  uniform  eligibility  standards  and  payment  levels.  When  the  pro- 
gram began  operation  in  1974,  monthly  Federal  benefit  rates  guaranteed  approxi- 
mately 73  percent  of  the  poverty  level  for  individuals  and  84  percent  for  couples. 
Not  only  were  initial  Federal  payments  below  the  poverty  threshold,  they  were  also 
below  payment  levels  (in  25  States)  of  the  former  old-age  assistance  (OAA)  pro- 
grams. In  order  to  prevent  a  loss  in  income  to  individuals  who  were  transferred 
from  OAA  programs  to  SSI,  the  Congress  encouraged  States  to  supplement  the  Fed- 
eral payment. 

In  1984,  SSI  payments  guarantee  approximately  79  percent  of  the  estimated  1983 
poverty  threshold  for  an  individual  and  94  percent  for  a  couple — only  a  marginal 
improvement  since  the  inception  of  the  program.  For  dual  recipients  and  others 
with  unearned  income  of  $20,  payment  levels  will  be  84  percent  of  the  poverty 
threshold  for  individuals  and  98  percent  for  couples. 

Today,  only  26  States,  plus  the  District  of  Columbia,  provide  additional  payments 
to  SSI  recipients  over  and  above  the  Federal  floor.  However,  approximately  one-half 
of  these  States  supplement  by  less  than  $50  per  month.  In  addition,  only  six  States 
provide  supplemental  benefits  to  individual  aged  needy  people  living  independently 
(20  States  for  couples)  in  an  amount  sufficient  to  take  their  incomes  to  or  above  the 
poverty  threshold. 

These  statistics  indicate  that  SSI,  even  in  coordination  with  the  Social  Security 
program,  has  been  unable  to  achieve  even  poverty-level  subsistence  for  the  aged, 
blind,  and  disabled.  In  order  to  address  this  situation  and  make  SSI  a  more  ade- 
quate program,  the  association  recommends  that  the  Federal  portion  of  the  SSI  pay- 
ment should  be  increased  to  150  of  the  poverty  level  as  defined  by  the  Census 
Bureau.  State  supplements  to  the  Federal  payment  must  also  be  encouraged  so  that 
recipients  can  be  compensated  for  regional  cost-of-living  variations. 

Eligibility 

The  amount  of  SSI  benefits  is  determined  by  the  recipient's  countable  income, 
living  arrangements,  and  marital  status.  In  determining  countable  income,  the  pro- 
gram disregards  the  first  $20  of  monthly  unearned  income  and  the  first  $65  of 
monthly  earned  income  plus  one-half  of  remaining  earnings  are  disregarded. 

Basic  income  eligibility  requirements  have  virtually  not  changed  since  the  pro- 
gram began  in  January  1974.  The  earned  and  unearned  income  disregards  as  well 
as  the  assets  tests  have  remained  static  and  thus  have  become  out  dated.  With  re- 
spect to  SSI's  partial  disregard  of  unearned  income  (usually  social  security  benefits), 
the  association  recommends  that  it  be  made  on  a  progressive  rate  basis  (at  least  20 
percent  disregard)  rather  than  on  a  flat  dollar  ($20  per  month)  basis.  Due  to  auto- 
matic cost-of  living  increases  in  Social  Security  benefits,  many  SSI  recipients  have 
either  lost  their  SSI  eligibility  or  experienced  a  net  reduction  in  total  income  from 
SSI  and  Social  Security  combined. 

The  House  Ways  and  Means  Committee,  in  passing  original  SSI  legislation,  eni- 
phasized  the  importance  of  the  program  providing  work  incentives  and  opportuni- 
ties for  those  able  to  do  so.  In  order  to  encourage  employment,  SSI's  $65  per  month 
earned  income  disregard  should  be  substantially  increased  and  thereafter  automati- 
cally indexed  to  annual  wage  increases.  Also,  public  service  job  opportunities  and 
job  training  and  referral  mechanisms  should  be  created  specifically  for  SSI  recipi- 
ents. 

The  SSI  program  also  places  unreasonable  restrictions  on  the  assets  permitted  in- 
dividuals ($1,500)  and  couples  ($2,250).  There  is  a  dearth  of  current  data  on  the 
assets  of  elderly  persons  with  incomes  below  the  poverty  level.  However,  a  1977 
technical  paper  for  the  Federal  Council  on  the  Aging  by  Marilyn  Moon  on  the  treat- 
ment of  assets  in  cash  benefit  programs  indicated  that  an  estimated  12  percent  of 
elderly  families  with  incomes  below  SSI  payment  standards  were  denied  benefits  be- 
cause of  the  assets  test. 

The  1981  final  report  of  the  National  Commission  on  Social  Security  states  that 
"approximately  58  percent  of  those  denied  SSI  payments  in  1977  due  to  excess  had 
saving  accounts,  with  an  average  value  of  $2,834."  (p.  250).  Interest  derived  from 
this  source  would  be  insignificant  but  would  disqualify  individuals — truly  needy  in- 
dividuals— for  SSI  benefits. 

1983  Current  Population  Survey  data  informs  us  that  in  comparison  to  nonpoor, 
low-income  families  with  an  aged  member  receive  most  of  their  income  from  Social 
Security  and  public  assistance— usually  SSI.  (Nonpoor  aged  families  receive  substan- 
tial income  from  savings  and  investments  in  the  form  of  interest  and  dividends.) 
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Since  a  strong  argument  can  be  made  that  low-income  elderly  have  little  or  no 
assets  from  which  substantial  income  can  be  derived,  the  association  recommends 
that  SSI's  current  assets  limitations  of  $1,500  for  individuals  and  $2,250  for  couples 
be  increased  substantially  and  eventually  eliminated.  In  fact,  many  experts  have  ob- 
served that  the  cost  of  administering  the  assets  test  (collecting  relevant  information, 
etc.)  may  outweigh  any  cost-savings  derived  from  imposing  the  assets  test. 

Reductions  When  Living  With  Other  Persons 

The  value  of  in-kind  assistance  is  counted  as  income  in  determining  SSI  eligibility 
unless  specifically  disregarded  by  statute  (i.e.,  food  stamps,  housing  assistance,  social 
services).  However,  if  an  SSI  applicant  or  recipient  is  living  in  the  household  of  an- 
other and  receiving  in-kind  support  or  maintenance,  SSI  benefits  will  be  reduced  by 
one-third.  In  order  for  the  Social  Security  Administration  (SSA)  to  make  such  deter- 
minations, costly  investigations  and  invasions  of  privacy  are  involved.  The  associa- 
tion recommends  elimination  of  the  one-third  SSI  payment  reduction  imposed  upon 
an  individual  who  lives  in  the  household  of  another.  This  arbitrary  reduction  dis- 
courages elderly  poor  persons  from  living  with  relatives  and  often  results  in  their 
premature  institutionalization  at  the  government's  expense  under  Medicaid. 

Reduction  When  Confined  to  Nursing  Homes 

Under  current  law,  when  SSI  recipients  are  confined  to  a  nursing  home  or  other 
medicaid  facility,  their  SSI  benefit  is  reduced  to  $25  a  month  commencing  the 
second  month  after  institutionalization.  This  payment  standard  has  not  been  updat- 
ed to  keep  pace  with  the  rate  of  inflation  since  the  SSI  program  began  10  years  ago. 
$25  a  month  is  insufficient  to  purchase  "incidentals"  while  in  the  facility. 

Moreover,  most  individuals  consider  their  institutionalization  as  temporary  and 
current  standards  do  not  allow  SSI  recipients,  or  their  spouses,  to  maintain  their 
independent  living  arrangements  while  in  the  facility.  Unable  to  meet  basic  expend- 
itures (i.e.,  rent,  utilities),  SSI  recipients  are  forced  to  give  up  their  place  of  perma- 
nent residence  and  remain  in  the  medicaid  facility— at  a  greater  expense  to  the  tax- 
payer. 

AARP  recommends  that  the  $25  payment  standard  for  these  individuals  be  raised 
substantially.  The  association  supports  the  provision  in  pending  SSI  reform  legisla- 
tion (S.  2569  and  H.R.  5341)  that  increases  the  benefit  to  $35  and  then  annually  in- 
dexed. 

Conclusion 

The  Supplemental  Security  Income  Program  is  an  essential  income  support  com- 
ponent for  the  elderly  and  disabled  poor.  In  particular,  we  would  like  to  emphasize 
that  SSI  is  a  program  which  disproportionately  serves  older  women,  one  of  the  most 
economically  disadvantaged  groups  in  our  society.  Over  three-fourths  of  the  aged 
SSI  population  are  older  women,  and  largely  older  women  of  advanced  ages.  Improv- 
ing SSI  is  one  of  the  most  target-efficient  ways  to  alleviate  the  economic  plight  of 
older  women.  Only  slightly  more  than  one-half  of  those  elderly  poor  who  would  be 
potentially  eligible  for  benefits  actually  participate  in  the  SSI  program.  Thus,  key  to 
assuring  more  adequate  incomes  for  the  elderly  and  disabled  poor  will  be  improving 
the  low  participation  rate  in  the  program.  Therefore,  a  major  outreach  effort  by  SSI 
should  be  mandated. 

S.  2569  and  H.R.  5341,  as  well  as  the  House  passed  "Omnibus  Budget  Reconcilia- 
tion Act  of  1984,"  contain  similar  and  additional  provisions  that  propose  incremen- 
tal steps  toward  a  fairer,  more  adequate,  and  more  manageable  SSI  program.  The 
association  urges  your  support  for  SSI  equitable  improvement  and  reform  proposals. 

Eligibility  standards  and  benefit  levels  established  10  years  ago  must  be  reformed 
and  improved  if  the  objectives  of  the  SSI  program  are  to  be  met. 
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